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Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Uncompahgre Basin Planning
Area. The Proposed Resource Management Plan, hereinafter referred to as the
Proposed Plan, is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, with consideration given to public comment
analysis, corrections, and rewording for clarification. The Proposed RMP and
Final EIS is published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be used in
conjunction with the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS which was released in
June 1987.

The Proposed Plan is the Bureau of Land Management's proposed action. With
the exception of the recommendations for the Camel Back, Adobe Badlands, and
Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Areas, all parts of this Proposed Plan may be
protested in accordance with the planning regulations, 43 CFR 1610.5-2.
Protests shall be in writing and sent to the Director (760), Bureau of Land
Management, Room 909, Premier Building, 1725 I Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20240, within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of
Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal
Register. - The protest shall include the following information:

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person
filing the protest.

A statement of the issue or issues being protested.
A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested.

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted

during the planning process by the protesting party, or an indication of
the date the issue or issues were discussed for the record.

A concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is believed to bhe
wrong.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governor's consistency
review, the Proposed Plan, excluding any portions under protest, shall become
final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of the Proposed Plan under
protest until final action has been completed on such protest. The Record of
Decision and Final Resource Management Plan will then be published.

Sincerely,

(o) A KaZi b '

Alan L. Keste}ke
District Manager



UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
-~ AND
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
SEPTEMBER 1988

Prepared by:

United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Colorado State Office
Montrose District
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

D Hti b W

District Manager, Montrose State Director, Colorado




UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Draft () Final (X)
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This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area of the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area.

This document responds to public comments on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement. It corrects errors made in the Draft RMP/EIS and, based on public
comments and internal BLM review, refines and modifies the Draft RMP/EIS Preferred Alternative. The
modified Preferred Alternative is the Bureau of Land Management’s Proposed Resource Management Plan.

This document incorporates by reference the Draft RMP/EIS which was released in June 1987; the Draft
RMP/EIS must be used in conjunction with the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

For further information on this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact
Statement, contact Allan J. Belt, Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue, Montrose, Colorado 81401; telephone 303-249-7791 (commercial)
or FTS 322-7300.

Protests to this Proposed Resource Management Plan must be received within 30 days of the date of publication
of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register.
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This Proposed Resource Management Plan identifies the
future management of the public lands in the Uncompahgre
Basin planning area portion of the Uncompahgre Basin
Resource Area in west-central Colorado. The Proposed Plan
is a modified version of the Preferred Alternative presented
in the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS),
June 1987. A summary of the Proposed Plan by affected
resource or resource use follows.

AIR QUALITY

Existing air quality would be maintained. All actions
would comply with air quality standards and regulations.

COAL

Existing coal leases on 26,663 acres would be continued.
Approximately 83,334 acres of federal coal estate in the
Paonia/Somerset and Bookcliffs coal areas would be
identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration.
There are an additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves
under private surface and within the Gunnison National

Forest boundary. Approximately 920 acres would be

acceptable for further coal leasing consideration with
stipulations.

OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES

Leasing of federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate would
be allowed on 484,349 acres with standard lease terms.
There would be a yearlong no surface occupancy stipulation
on 9,135 acres, and seasonal stipulations on 176,076 federal
surface acres and on 16,136 acres of non-federal surface
where the government holds the oil and gas mineral rights.
Seasonal stipulations would also apply to seismic activities.
The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be close
to leasing. :

LOCATABLE MINERALS

Existing withdrawals currently close 59,250 acres to
mineral entry and location under the mining laws. Under
the proposed plan, it would be recommended that these
withdrawals be retained on 9,440 acres, which includes the
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC, and revoked on 49,890 acres.
Revocation of the withdrawals would open 49,890 acres
to mineral entry and location. The Gunnison Gorge WSA,
the Escalante Canyon ACEC, and the Fairview RNA/
ACEC (23,310 acres) would be closed to mineral entry
and location. Mineral entry and location would be allowed

on the remainder of the federal mineral estate (642,392
acres).

- MINERAL MATERIALS

Disposal of mineral materials would be allowed on

444,532 acres of public land with federal mineral estate.

Disposal of mineral materials would be subject to seasonal
restrictions on 63,174 of these acres, and would require
review by the agency holding the withdrawal on 9,360 acres.
Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted on
36,493 acres.

SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES

Water quality and erosion conditions would be
inventoried and monitored. All actions under the proposed
plan would comply with water quality standards and
regulations. Approximately 26,547 acres, including the
Elephant Skin Wash project, would be intensively managed
to reduce salinity loads in the Colorado River. Projects and
special protective measures would be developed. Projects
designed to reduce runoff, erosion, and sediment on 47,260
acres could be developed if they would not conflict with
big game and riparian habitat management, livestock grazing,
and forest management.

RIPARIAN ZONES

Riparian zones on 6,320 acres would be improved through
implementation of special protective and restorative
measures. Riparian zones in the remainder of the planning
area would be maintained in their present condition.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

One ACEC, one RNA/ACEC, and one ONA/ACEC
(a total of 9,055 acres) would be designated to protect
threatened and endangered plants and unique plant
associations, and to identify recreation hazards. Measures
to protect threatened and endangered species would be
required in plans for all surface-disturbing activities. Habitat
suitable for bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and river otters
would be maintained in the Gunnison Gorge area.

WILDLIFE HABITAT

Approximately 67,320 acres would be intensively
managed as crucial deer and elk winter range. Big game
forage allocations would be maintained at present levels.
A total of 3,292 acres in the Storm King area would be
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intensively managed as elk calving habitat. Approximately
1,990 acres along the Gunnison River west of Delta would
be intensively managed and improved for waterfowl habitat.
Seventy (70) miles of streams would be intensively managed
to restore and protect aquatic habitats. Habitat in the
Gunnison Gorge and Camel Back areas would be managed
for bighorn sheep; disturbances in these areas would be
minimized.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Public lands would be managed as “I” category (336,562),
“M” category (74,817 acres), and “C” category (39,033
acres) grazing allotments. Suitable unallotted lands on 26,873
acres would be considered for grazing use authorizations
except on areas where wildlife has priority for forage. No
livestock grazing would be allowed on 5,792 acres. Grazing
use would be managed at present forage allocation levels.
Land treatments and project developments would be
restricted on 151,690 acres. Grazing use would be restricted

" (season of use, percent utilization) on 39,590 acres.

FORAGE ALLOCATION

Wildlife. would have priority for allocation of future
additional forage on 72,342.acres; livestock would have
priority on 186,810 acres. Future additional forage on
193,612 acres would be divided evenly. between wildlife
and livestock. No additional forage would be allocated on
the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC.

FORESTRY

Commercial forests on 3,127 acres (estimated allowable
harvest of 160.5 MBF/year) and suitable woodlands on
24,255 acres (estimated allowable harvest of 1,213 cords/
year) would be managed for sustained yield production.
Seasonal restrictions would apply on 1,606 acres of
commercial forest lands. '

RECREATION

The outer portion of the Gunnison Gorge area (40,792
acres) would be managed for motorized and non-motorized
recreation opportunities. Until a decision is made on
wilderness designation, the Gunnison Gorge WSA would
be managed for non-motorized recreation and whitewater
boating opportunities. Boating use would be managed for

six to ten group encounters per day, wnth commercial trips.

limited to one per day.

The Needle Rock area would be managed as an ONA/
ACEC. The Escalante Canyon ACEC would be managed
and developed for recreation use that would not conflict
with threatened and endangered plants. The Adobe Badlands

ONA/ACEC would be managed for its scenic qualities and
for non-motorized recreation opportunities.

The lower Gunnison River, below the Escalante Bridge,

~would be managed for boating opportunities. River access

would be developed and maps and information provided.
A portion of the adobes north of Delta (8,942 acres) would
be managed for ORV use. The remainder of the planning

area would be managed for extensive recreation use.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

Approximately 224,276 acres would be managed as open
to ORYV use; 38,600 acres would be closed to ORV use.
Vehicle use would be limited to designated roads and trails
yearlong on 56,974 acres. There would be seasonal vehicle-

_use limitations on 163,227 acres.

' CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources would be protected from surface-
disturbing activities as required by law. A Class III inventory
would be conducted on 5,848 acres west of Montrose and
Olathe. Somé identified high-value sites would be assigned
a long-term protective classification.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources would be managed according to VRM
guidelines, with 27,901 acres under VRM Class I; 27,384
acres under VRM Class II; 293,417 acres under VRM Class
IIT; and 134,375 acres under VRM Class IV,

WILDERNESS S

The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be
recommended as preliminarily suitable for designation as
wilderness. The Camel Back WSA and Adobe Badlands
WSA (a total of 20,827 acres) would. be recommended
as non-suitable for designation as wilderness. ."

The Camel Back area would be closed to ORV use and
managed with emphasis on riparian system, wildlife habitat,
and livestock grazing management. The major portion of
the Adobe Badlands area would be managed as an ONA/
ACEC; the remainder of this area would be managed as
wildlife habitat.

MAJOR UTILITIES

Public ‘lands on 301,006 acres would be open to
development of major utility facilities. A total of 82,038
acres would be closed to utility development. Special
stipulations and conditions would restrict utility development
on 100,033 acres.



LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS

One hundred forty-three (143) tracts of public land
(totalling 11,026 acres) scattered throughout the planning
area would be considered suitable for disposal. Non-federal
lands would be considered for acquisition through exchange
opportunities if such lands meet established criteria and
enhance resource management within management units.

ACCESS

Public access would be acquired into 16 public land areas.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Public lands totalling 110,252 acres would be managed
for intensive fire suppression; 202,895 acres would be
managed for conditional fire suppression. Prescribed fire
would be permitted on 169,930 acres.

SUMMARY



INTRODUCTION

This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area. The RMP/EIS was
prepared in accordance with planning regulations issued
under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Included in this
document are the public comments on the Draft Uncom-
pahgre Basin RMP/EIS of June 1987 (Draft RMP/EIS),
the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) responses to
the public comments, the changes and corrections to the
Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, and the Proposed
Resource Management Plan.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan (Proposed
Plan) identifies the future management of the public lands
in the Uncompahgre Basin planning area portion of the
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area in west-central
Colorado. The planning area encompasses a total of
approximately 1.38 million acres in the BLM’s Montrose
District. The BLM has administrative responsibility for the
public lands and resources on 483,077 surface acres and
755,923 acres of mineral estate within the planning area.

The Proposed Plan is very similar to the Preferred
Alternative that was analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS. In
response to public comments and internal BLM review,
several changes were made to the Preferred Alternative as
it was developed into the final Proposed Plan. The major
changes are as follows.

0il, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. Leasing conditions
for the Escalante Canyon ACEC and the Fairview RNA/
ACEC were changed from standard lease terms to leasing
with no surface occupancy. Leasing conditions for the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC were changed from standard lease
terms with a seasonal restriction to leasing with no surface
occupancy. The changes were based on public comments
and managements’ concern for protection of the resource
values within the special management areas.

In this Proposed Plan, the scope of the oil and gas program
has been expanded to include an analysis of split-estate
management for oil and gas resources. Split-estate lands are
those lands where the surface estate is owned by one entity
and the mineral estate is owned by another. Throughout
this document, split-estate will refer to non-federal surface
with federal oil and gas resources. The decision to broaden
the scope to include an analysis of split-estate lands was
based on information resulting from the resolution of the
BLM’s authority in split-estate leasing precipitated by the
resolution of protests on several recent BLM RMPs, including
the Little Snake RMP.

The authority and legal responsibility of the BLM when
issuing oil and gas leases on split-estate lands is covered
under the following statutes:

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Endangered Species Act (ESA)

The BLM recognizes that it does not have the legal
authority to regulate how a surface owner manages his or
her property. However, the above statutes give the agency
the statutory authority and responsibility to take reasonabie
measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts that

mav recult from federallv_anthorized mineral leace activitiec
AAI“J AWLLL AAV/ALE lwvlull] U LLIVL LLWNS 11A11X Wi AWAAUW WL Y AViVAT.

This authority exists regardless of whether the surface is
federally-owned or not.

Locatable Minerals. The Escalante Canyon ACEC and
the Fairview RNA/ACEC, previously open to mineral entry
and location, would be withdrawn from entry and location.
These changes were based on public comments and
managements’ concern for protection of the resource values
within the special management areas.

Mineral Materials. The Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC,
previously open for disposal of mineral materials with a
seasonal (spring) restriction, would be closed to disposal
of mineral materials. This change was based on the need
to protect the values within the ONA/ACEC and also
because mineral materials are readily available elsewhere
in the planning area.

Riparian Areas. Under the Proposed Plan, livestock
grazing use would not be permitted in riparian zones (within
Management Unit 9) from March 1 through range readiness.
The 35 percent utilization restriction would be used as general
guidance for improvement, but could vary depending on
the individual area. This change was based on the fact that
differences in vegetative condition do exist between riparian
areas. The 35 percent utilization limit would be implemented
if necessary, but it was felt that substantial improvement
could be achieved through implementation of other
strategies, such as changes in the season of use.

Recreation. Under the Proposed Plan, the five-year period
during which the BLM would manage use and activities
in the Storm King Peak area to be compatible with potential
ski area development would be eliminated. This change was
based on the importance of the area’s wildlife and timber
values.

Off-Road Vehicles. Under the Proposed Plan, the 10,402
acres within the Camel Back WSA would be closed to
ORY use. This change was based on the needs to prevent
accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plants
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as a result of ORV use, to protect visual qualities, and to’
reduce active erosion.

Special Management Areas. Approximately 6,783 acres
within the Adobe Badlands WSA would be designated as
the Adobe Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of
critical environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). This change
was based on the needs to protect the area’s unique scenic
qualities and its threatened and endangered plants, and to
reduce active erosion. ' '

.- Land Tenure Adjustments. Approximately 16,398 acres

previously identified for consideration for disposal have been

placed in the retention category. This change was based

on public comments and managements’ concern that certain

tracts, especially larger blocks or tracts with public use values,
be retained in public ownership.



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

AVAILABILITY AND REVIEW

The Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS was filed with
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in July of 1987.
A notice of availability and an announcement of the public
hearings schedule was published in the Federal Register,
August 7, 1987, page 29445. This same notice established
a 90-day public comment period expiring on November
5, 1987.

News releases provided information on how to obtain
copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft Wilderness
Technical Supplement (WTS), the locations at which the
drafts could be reviewed, and the address for submission
of written comments. Additional news releases announced
the schedules for the formal public hearings which were
held in Hotchkiss, Colorado, on September 22, 1987; in
Lakewood, Colorado, on September 24, 1987; and in
Montrose, Colorado, on September 29, 1987.

DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT RMP/
EIS

Approximately 800 copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and
Draft WTS were distributed to federal, state, and local
governments and agencies, Congressional and Legislative
offices, private interest groups and organizations, academic
and business institutions, and individuals. Distribution was
by use of volume mailing and in response to individual
requests for the documents. Copies of the documents were
also available for public review and distribution in the BLM’s
Montrose District Office and Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Area Office.

The cover letter in the Draft RMP/EIS solicited comments
on both the Draft RMP/EIS and the Draft WTS from
all recipients and reviewers.

The distribution list for the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft
WTS included the following agencies and organizations in
addition to approximately 500 individuals and businesses.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Headquarters Planning Office
Colorado State Office

Canon City District Office

Créig District Office
Grand Junction District Office
Montrose District Office

" Bureau of Mines
" Bureau of Reclamation
" Fish and Wildlife Service

National Park Service
-Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument
Minerals, Water, and Air Quality Office

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service
Supervisor’s Office; Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre-
Gunnison National Forest
Ouray Ranger District
Paonia Ranger District
Soil Conservation Service
Delta Conservation District
Shavano Conservation District

Department of Energy

Western Area Power Administration

Other Federal Agencies

Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

COLORADO STATE AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture

Department of Natural Resources
Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Division of Wildlife
Colorado Natural Areas Program

Mined Land Reclamation Board

Natural Heritage Inventory

State Clearinghouse

State Historic Preservation Officer

District 10 Regional Planning Commission

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES
Delta County
Board of County Commissioners -

Planning Commission
Planning Department
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Montrose County

Board of County Commissioners
Planning Commission

Ouray County

Board of County Commissioners -
Land Use Administrator

Gunnison County

Board of County Commissioners .
Planning Commission

Mesa County

Board of County Commissioners
Policy and Research Office

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS

City of Delta

City of Montrose
Town of Cedaredge
Town of Crawford
Town of Hotchkiss
Town of Olathe
Town of Orchard City
Town of Ouray -
Town of Paonia
Town of Ridgway

CONGRESSIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE OFFICES

Distribution was made to the offices of Senator William
L. Armstrong, Senator Timothy E. Wirth, and Congressman
Ben Nighthorse Campbell, and to the offices of State Senators

Robert DeNier and Robert Pastore, and State Represen— _

tatives Ed Carpenter and Margaret Masson.

INTEREST GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS

American Wilderness Alliance

Audubon Society, Western Colorado Chapter
Chipeta Chapter, Colorado Archeology Socnety
Club 20

Colorado Historical Society

Colorado Mining Association

Colorado Mountain Club

Colorado Native Plant Society

Colorado Open Space Council

Colorado Trail Riders

Continental Divide Trail Society
Delta County Cattlemen’s Association

‘Ducks Unlimited, Montrose Chapter

Grand Junction Geological Society
Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association
Gunnison River Coalition

League of Women Voters

Minerals Exploration Coalition

Montrose County Chamber of Commerce
National Council of Public Land Users
National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council

The Nature Conservancy

North Fork Woolgrowers’ Association

‘Ouray County Alliance
-Ouray County Cattlemen’s Association

Paonia Chamber of Commerce

- Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Assoc1at10n

Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter
Sierra Club, Uncompahgre Group

Society for Range Management

Southern Ute Tribe

Trout Unlimited, Montrose Chapter
Uncompahgre Valley Livestock Association
United Four Wheel Drive Association

- Ute Mountain Tribe

Western Colorado Congress

Western Organization of Resource Councils
Western Slope Energy Research Center
Western Slope Woolgrowers” Association
Western Small Miners’ Association

The Wilderness Society

Wildlife Management Institute

The Wildlife Society

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Fifty-one persons testified at the public hearings in
Hotchkiss, Lakewood, and Montrose, Colorado. One
hundred seventy-three (173) persons, groups, or agencies
submitted written comments.

The transcripts of the public hearings and the written
comments are reproduced in this document immediately
following Table 2. Table 1 and Table 2 identify the
commenters; the commenter number (first column of each
table) appears in the upper right corner of the reproduced
transcripts and written comments. The numbers in the third
column of each table also appear in the margins of the
reproduced transcripts and comment letters; they correspond
to the BLM’s responses to the questions and concerns that
were brought forward in the testimony and in the written
comments. The comment responses follow the transcripts
and comment letters.



Table 1

_ REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

PERSONS WHO TESTIFIED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS

COMMENTER
NUMBER COMMENTE_R _ RESPONSE NUMBER
H-1 L.T. Mangum,; City of Delta; 61
Delta, Colorado ’
H-2 W.N. Brunner; P#c;nia, Colorado 1,5, 6, 18, 48, 67, 68, 85, 127, 136
H-3 Mark Welsh; Hotcﬁk:iss, Colorado 13,42
H-4 _ David Johnston; Paonia, Colorado 68, 136
H-5 John B. Benjamin; Hoichkiss, Colorado 12
H-6 Caleb Gates; Paonia, Colorado 68, 70, 136
H-7 Stephen F. Hinchman; Paonia, Colorado 7, 136, 137
H-8 Mark Paigen; Paonia, Colorado 12, 68, 69, 136
H-9 Gerrie Wolf; Cedaredge, Colorado 9, 66
H-10 Hank Hotze; Gunnison River Expeditions; 12, 68, 69, 136
Hotchkiss, Colorado
H-11 Robin Nicholoff; Hotchkiss, Colorado 9, 13, 68, 69, 136
H-12 John Groome; Paonia, Colorado 68, 69, 136 |
H-13 Jerry Price; Whistling Acres Ranch; 14
Paonia, Colorado
L-1 John Stansfield; Sierra Club, Pikes Peak 68, 136
Group; Monument, Colorado
L-2 Carl Gerity; Quinn Coal Company; 34
Golden, Colorado
L-3 Bill Foreman; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136
L-4 Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136
L-5 Todd Robertson; Denver, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136
L-6 Earl Jones; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136
L-7 Karin Molliver; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 136
L-8 28, 68, 69, 136

Rocky Smith; Denver, Colorado




REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

" Table 1 (continued)

Chipeta Chapter; Montrose, Colorado

COMMENTER C
NUMBER " COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER
L9 Allison Graves; CU Wilderness Study Group; 28, 68, 69, 136
: Boulder, Colorado
L-10 . Steve Pettit; Boulder, Colorado 68,136
L-11 " Bruce Robson; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136
L-12 Roz McClellan; Boulder, Colorado 21, 68, 136
‘L-13 Norm Muiien; B(_)uidef, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136
L-14 Marty Walter; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136
L-15 Eleanor Von Bargeh; Colorado Native Plant 68, 136
Society; Denver, Colorado
L-16 . Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136
L-17 ’ Dave-Allured; Boulder, Colorado " 2,28, 60, 68, 69, 136
L-18 Donald Thompson; Denver, Colorado 68, 69, 136
L-19 _ Polly Mills; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136
L-20 Jennie Spencer; CU Environmental Center; 68, 136
' Boulder, Colorado
L-21 Kirk Koepsel; Colorado Environmental 19, 20, 22, 24, 28, 29, 31,
Coalition; Denver, Colorado 33,42, 45, 46, 47, 63, 67, 68,
: : 69, 72, 85, 94, 104, 119, 136
M-1 . Kenneth Gray; Delta, Colorado 121
M-2 Melvin Thomas Gore; Delta, Colorado 65, 67
M-3 Jo Gore; Delta, Colorado 65, 105, 121
M-4 : Mark Pearson; Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain 68, 69, 136
Chapter; Grand Junction, Colorado
M-5 Les Hamilton; Uncompahgre Cattle Company; 121
Delta, Colorado
M-6 _ John Musser; Delta, Colorado 121, 134
M-7 ’ - Walter Rule; Ouray, Colorado 68, 69, 136
M-8 Linda Delman; Montrose, Colorado 68, 69, 136
M-9 Bill Harris; Colorado Archeological Society, 123,124, 125
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Table 1 (continued)

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

COMMENTER
NUMBER -COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER:
M-10 Stuart Krebs; Montrose, Colorado - 64, 68, 136
M-11 _ WD Wetlaufer; Montrose, Colorado
M-12 John Baldus; Western Colorado Congress and 22, 28, 46, 69, 85, 107
‘Uncompahgre Valley Association; Montrose, :
. Colorado : :
M-13 Dave Seymour; Uncompahgre Livestock 67
Association; Olathe, Colorado '
M-14 " Deborah Gore; Olathe, Colorado 121, 131
M-15 Richard Gore; Olathe, Colorado ‘111, 121, 131
M-16 Bill Hamilton; Cedare_dge, Colorado
M-17 Herschel “Bud” Burgess; Eckert_, Colorado

1



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2

PERSONS WHO SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS

COMMENT
LETTER
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER
1 Bureau of Reclamation; Upper Colorado 49, 50, 71, 85, 87, 88, 89,
Regional Office; Salt Lake City, Utah 90, 91, 92, 93,97, 128
2 U.S. Geological Survey; Assistant 38, 39
Director for Engineering Geology;
Reston, Virginia
3 Bureau of Mines; Intermountain Field 35,71
Operations Center; Denver, Colorado
4 National Park Service; Rocky Mountain 16, 17, 68
Region; Denver, Colorado
5 U.S. Forest Service; Grand Mesa- 15, 108
Uncompahgre-Gunnison National Forests;
Delta, Colorado
6 U.S. Air Force; Regional Civil Engineer 57
Central Region; Dallas, Texas
7 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Fish and 11,85,99
Wildlife Enhancement; Grand Junction, '
Colorado
Environmental Protection Agency; 23,24, 25,27, 33,44, 71,
Region 8; Denver, Colorado 73,74, 75, 76, 77, 18, 79,
80, 81, 82, 101, 102, 118
9 Colorado Department of Natural Resohrces; 7, 24, 27, 28, 36, 37, 38, 53,
Office of the Executive Director; Denver, 67, 83, 85, 94, 100, 103,
Colorado 104, 109, 119, 136
10 City of Delta; John R. Kappa, City 10, 54, 71
Attorney; Montrose, Colorado
11 BLM Montrose District Advisory Council; 3, 13, 30, 67, 68, 102, 136
Clay V. Bader, Chairman; Montrose,
Colorado
12 BLM Montrose District Grazing Advisory 121
Board; James Suckla, Chairman; Cortez,
Colorado
13_ Sierra Club Southwest Office; 68, 136

John Bradley; Boulder, Colorado

12



Table 2 (continued) .

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

14

Specialist; Paonia, Colorado

COMMENT
"LETTER .
.. NUMBER ~ COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

Colorado Mountain Club; Babs Schmerler; 68, 69, 136
Montrose, Colorado

15 Colorado Archaeological Society, Chipeta 123,124, 125
Chapter; Bill Harris; Montrose, Colorado

16 Colorado Environmental Coalition; 22,27, 28,31, 32, 33,42,
Kirk Koepsel; Denver, Colorado 45, 46, 47, 63, 67, 68, 69,

: 85,94, 104, 119, 136

17 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association; 8
Jess Cooper; Denver, Colorado

18 Minerals Exploration Coalition; 43,56

~John D. Wells; Lakewood, Colorado .

19 Audubon Society of Western Colorado; 4, 68, 130, 136, 137 -

: Richar_d Levad; Grand Junction, Colorado K

20 Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter; 40, 70 T

- Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado B
21 .. Delta County Livestock Association; 66, 68, 111, 131, 136
’ * John Botti; Crawford, Colorad_o .

22 Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter; 2,41; 42, 51, 52, 60, 66, 68,

Mark Pearson; Grand Junction, Colorado 69, 71, 84, 85, 120, 131, 134,
- - 136.
23 Colorado Native Plant Society; 24, 27, 28, 67, 68, 100, 103,
: Susan S. Martin; Fort Collins, Colorado - 116, 119, 135, 136

24 National Parks and Conservation 47, 59, 63, 67, 68, 85, 101,
Association; Terri Martin; Salt Lake 102, 136
City, Utah

25 Far Flung Adventures; Tracy Blashill; 12, 68, 136
Ouray, Colorado ]

26 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock; 66, 68, 136
Nucla, Colorado i

27 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock; 86
Nucla, Colorado

28 Campbell Catile Company; David L. and 66, 68, 86, 136
Helen A. Campbell; Delta, Colorado

29 . Colorado Westmoreland, Inc.; Environmental

13



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT -
LETTER
NUMBER o COMMENTER . : RESPONSE NUMBER
30 Musser Ranches; John A, Musser; = 26, 67, 106, 113, 114, 121,

Delta, Colorado _ 132,133 .
31 - ) Colorado Ute Electric Association, Inc.; -30, 58, 61, 71, 95,112, 115

o Environmental Services; Montrose, E :
Colorado _ :
232 Chevron US.A,, Inc,; Legislative and - : 8
S Regulatory Affairs; Denver, Colorado :
33 Jerry D. Jacka; Phoenix, Arizona
34 ‘ Kate Palmer; Boulder, Colorado ' : : 67,70, 96
35 . Dr. Frank Dennehy; Grand Junction, ' 68, 136
' -Colorado : )
36 : ) Chuck Shepard; Mancos, Colorado : 68, 69, 136
37 S Everett V. Carter; Cedaredge, Colorado 68, 69, 136
K2 Jan Hose; Aspen, Colorado : 68, 69, 136
39 ' Kurt Johnson; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136
40 o : Dick T. Brown and Victor H. Reed; ' : 85
_ . . Olathe, Colorado :
41 o Michele K. Whitaker; Wheatridge, Colorado - 68,69, 136
42 John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado ' 69
43 "7 " Nina Johnson; Boulder, Colorado - 136
44 o Paul E. and Virginia D. Lappala; I ' 68, 69, 136
o Carbondale, Colorado SR ) .
45 i Greg McKennis; Glenwood Springs, Colorado’ 68, 69, 136
46 . " Claire C. Poole, Psy.D.; Denver, Colorado 62, 68, 69, 136
47 _ John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado _ 62,68,136
- 48 i Charla Hathaway Palmer; Steamboat 68, 69, 136

Springs, Colorado :
49 . Gordon Rodda; Knoxville, Tennessee ‘ : 71,136
50 o Larry Abbott; Grand Junction, Colorado 6, 67
51 - ' " W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado 68, 136

14



Table 2 (continued)

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

66

COMMENT

LETTER

NUMBER . COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

52 Tony Merten; Lakewood, Colorado 68, 69, 136

53 John Czarnecki; Lakewood, Colorado 68, 69, 136

54 Richard Kilbury; Albuquerque, New Mexico 68, 69, 136

55 William A. Coates;vCascade, Colorado 136

56 Jon Tourville; Colorado Sp'rings, Colorado 68, 69, 136

57 Lorraine Lane; Denver, Colorado 69

58 Chris Seitz; Salina, Kansas 68, 69, 136

59 Dr. Thomas Scott; Fort Collins, Colorado 68, 136

60 Janna J. Harper; Black Hawk, Colorado 68, 69, 136

61 Marv and Judy Kieca; Castle Rock, 68, 136
Colorado .

62 Julie M. Emerson; Littleton, Colorado 69

63 Julie M. Emerson, Littleton, Colorado 68, 136

64 Dan Roberts; Grand Junction, Colorado 55, 67, 68, 69, 136

65 Chuck Worley; Cedaredge, Colorado 68, 136
William J. Tembrock et al.; Hotchkiss, 68, 69, 136
Colorado

67 Eric D. and Ellen B. Braaten; Denver, 68, 69, 136

~ Colorado

68 Harry Kuperberg; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

69 Roger Hedlund; Winter Park, Colorado 68, 136

70 Victoria and William Coe; Durango, 68, 136
Colorado

71 Jon Sirkis; Boulder, Colorado ' 68, 69, 136

72 Mary Sealing; Fruita, Colorado 68, 136

73 Timothy J. Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 62, 68, 69, 136

74 Mark Meeks; Denver, Colorado 68, 69, 136

75 Lorraine Lane; Denver, Colorado 68, 136

15



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2 (continued)

COMMENT

LETTER

NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

76 Jane Schleimer; Boulder, Colorado . 68, 69, 136

77 Harley Orahood; Grand Junction, Colorado 69,136 -

78 Mrs. Robert Gray; Delta, Colorado 64

79 Jan and Luce Pipher; Maher, Colorado 86

80 Bruce Berger; Aspen, Colorado 68, 136

81 Mark N. Williams; Grand Junction, 68, 69, 136
Colorado

82 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe, 86
Colorado i

83 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe, 68, 136

' Colorado

84 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe, 86
Colorado

85 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe, 68, 136
Colorado

86 M. and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta, 86
Colorado

87 Mr: and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta, 66, 68, 136
Colorado

88 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris; 86
Olathe, Colorado

89 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris; 66, 68, 136
Olathe, Colorado

90 W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado

91 Mike Campbell; Oak Creek, Colorado 68, 69, 136

92 Edward G. Talbot; Arvada, Colorado 68, 136

93 Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe, 86
Colorado

-94 Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe, 68, 136
Colorado

95 Andrew McConkey; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136

96 George C. Calhoun; Delta, Colorado 68, 136

16



Table 2 (continued)

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

COMMENT

LETTER '

NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER

97 Nic Korte; Grand Junction, Colbrado 68, 69, 136

98 Jack R. Williams; Florissant, Colorado 68, 69, 136

99 John M. Kuzmiak; Pueblo, Colorado 68, 136

100 Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado 86

101 Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado 66, 68, 136

102 Diane Kelly; Evergreen, Colorado 68, 136

103 L. Yael Stein; Gunnison, Colorado 68, 136

104 Peter Schertz; Gardner, Colorado 68, 136

105 Mark W. Hamrick; Boulder, Colorado 68

106 Carl Will; Gardner, Colorado 68, 136

107 Su_zanne Fairchild; Arvada, Colorado 68, 69, 136

108 Thomas Keyes; Denver, Colorado 68, 136

109 David Rubin; Lynnfield, Massachusetts 68, 136

_ 110 Betty Nickerson Elwell; LaVeta, Colorado 68, 69, 136

111 Dale Hall and Rod Hall, Jr.; Olathe 86
Colorado

112 M. Thomas Gore, D.V.M,; Delta, Colorado 65, 67, 136

113 Gerd Von Glinsk; Eldorado Springs, 68, 136 -
Colorado _

114 J. Zevalking; NO ADDRESS AVAILABLE 68,136

115 Lynda Poff; Phillipsburg, New Jersey 68, 136

116 Marc Kriewaldt; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

117 Jessica Wachtel; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

118 David W. Ownby; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

119 Penelope Crocker; Grand Junction, 68, 69, 136
Colorado

120 Margot Smit; Denver, Colorado 68, 136

121 S.J. Clark; Niwot, Colorado 68, 136

17



" REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2 (cbntinued)

146

Michael G. Goodman et al.; Olathe,
Colorado’ ' .

COMMENT
LETTER o
* NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER
122 Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136
123 - Scott Robinson; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136
124 Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado 86 .
125 Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado - 66, 68, 136
126 . Laurie Thayer; Boulder, Colorado 68,136 .
127 Sarah_ Crum; Collbran, Colorado 68, 136
128 Dave Hamilton; LaVeta, Colorado 68, 69, 136
. 129 Henry G. Wright; Durango, Colorado 68, 129, 136
130 Eric Reische; Boulder, Colorado 68, 69, 136
131 Kerry Whitford; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136
13_2 . Margaret Orjias; Olathe, Colorado 68, 136
133 Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado 68, 136
i34 Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado 86
135 " Eleanor Von Bargen; Denver, Colorado 67, 68, 85,122, 136 .
136 Rodney Wilson; Cortez, Colorado 68, 69, 136 |
. 137 Patrick Muckleroy; Gunnison, Colorado . 68, 136
- 138 . - Michael G. Figgs; Boulder, Colorado 136
.1 39 Kale and Shirley Deutsch; belta, Colorado 66, 68, 136
140 Kale and Shirley Deutsch; Delta, Colorado 86
141 Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado 86
142 - Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado 66, 68, 136
143 Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado 66, 68, 136
_ .144 Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado 86
145 * Michael G. Goodman et al; Olathe, 66, 68, 136
Colorado
86

18



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2 (continued)
COMMENT
LETTER : . .
" NUMBER .. COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER
147 O ' Bill Campbell; Delta, Colorado . 64, 68, 136
148 . - Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta, Colorado 86, 121, 136
149 . Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta_, Colorado 68, 136
150 . Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield, 66, 68, 136
Colorado . o
151 ' Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield, ' 86
. Colorado :
152 _ Harry B. Vaughan; Cedaredge, Colorado 9, 66, 68, 121, 136
153 Laura and Ray Wynfield; Lafayette, - 68, 69, 136
: : Colorado ' :
154 ' _ Lorna F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado 86
155 Lorna F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado ' 68, 136
156 : Jack Musser; Delta, Colorado - ’ 65,98, 121,133,134
157 Bernice Musser; Delta, Colorado
158 * Lawrence A. Papp; Parker, Colorado - 68, 69, 136
159 . Applehanz Brothers et al.; Montrose, _ - 86
Colorado -
160 i Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe, ' 68, 136
. Colorado .
161 Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe, ' o 67, 69, 86,98, 111, 117, 121
i Colorado
162 . Lee and Helen Tunget; Olathe, Colorado _ 68, 136
163 Susan S. Martin, Ph.D; Fort Collins, . - 27, 28, 67, 68, 103, 116, 119,
Colorado 136 -
164 ~ Josephine M. Gore; Delta, Colorado 111, 121, 136
165 Danni L. Langdon; Grand Junction, 67, 68, 69, 71, 126, 136
Colorado
166 Susan Detweiler; Boulder, Colorado ' ) 68, 69, 136
167 Belta Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado 68, 69, 136
168 Carl E. Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado 68, 69, 71, 126, 136
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 2 (continued)
COMMENT
LETTER o
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER
169 - ' Myrna P. Steinkamp, Ph.D_; Fort Collins,' 27,67, 68, 100, 116, 119, 136
Colorado
170 Bryan R. Jones; Boulde_r, Colorado 68, 136
171 S Lew_is McCool; Durango, Colorado 68, 136
172 Kathy Hands; Boulder, Colorado 67, 68, 69, 85, 110, 136
173 Anne Ellegood; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136

HEARING TRANSCRIPTS AND WRITTEN
COMMENTS

All of the public testimony in the hearing transcripts and
all of the written comments are reproduced in this section.
The alphanumerics (H-1, L-1, M-1, etc.) and the numerals
(1, 2, 3, etc.) appearing in the upper right corner of each
page of the transcripts and written comments identify the
commenter (see Table 1 and Table 2). Speakers at the public
hearing in Hotchkiss are identified as “H” alphanumerics,

20

with speakeré at Lakewood being -”L” and at Montrose

" being “M”. These alphanumerics and numerals are also
referenced in the comment response section.

"The numbers in the margins of the reproduced transcripts

~and written comments are comment response numbers. The

BLM’s responses to concerns and questions are identified
by these numbers. Many of the comment responses address
common concerns and questions raised by several
commenters. The comment responses are presented in the

. mext section of this document.



PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE INFORMATION AND COMMENTS ON THE
ADEQUACY OF THE DRAFT UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN RFSOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATFMFNT, AND THE ACCOMPANY-
ING WILDERNESS TFCBNICAL SUPPLEMENT

HOTCHKISS MEMORIAL HALL

Septémher 22, 1987

JOHM SINGLAUB, PRESIDING OFFICER

Pegitersd
ALPINE REPORTING SERVICE Protesmonal
Ragorters.
Keith W. Rusk
Joseph J. Rusk
Certified Shorthand Reporters
P.O. Box 1753 P.O. Box 3911
Monurase, CO. 81402 Grand Junction, CO. 81502
(303) 249-5503. (303) 242-3074

H-2

18

you can do some of these thinas that you are provosing to
do here until you mitigate the cuestion of what vou oronose
to do with our water rights.

I believe you said that this wasn't a cguestion
and answer, just to take information. Well, that's the
information I wanted to get to you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou, sir.

Any clarification needed?

We will proceed now to the list of speakers.
W. N. Brunner.

W. N. BRUNNFR: I'm Bill Brunner, I remresent
myself and also I'm a member of WSERC.

Generally this document is perhans admirable in
its intent, but falls short in substancg. It offers nrac-
tically zero data to back up substantive statements or
conclusions. The economic impacts are glossed over to the
point of practically being ignored. Recommendations are
being made here to increase tremendously the imnact of our
public land with no discussion of values, and particularlv
no data presented to supnport BLM's nosition.

The discussions of resource locations is vague.
Areas to be impacted by forest harvesting and mineral
mining are not indicated individuallv on anv of the maos in
here, they are just referred to as so manv acres impacted,

and it's kind of left at that. I don’'t think that's

21
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Thank you for your attention.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Gene.

I'd like to apologize in advance for mispronounc-
ing your names, T know I'll do that when I go through here.
Pleasc bear with me. Are there any elected representatives
or officials of Federal, State or Local agencies who wish
to testify at the hearing. .

L. T. Mangum, City of Delta, would you like to{
sir?

L. T. MANGUM: Yes.

JOHN SINGLAUB: If you could please step up t&
theoodium, and state your name, address and who you repfe-
sent, it would be helpful to us. :
L. T. MANGUCM: I'm L. T. Mangum, Mavor of the City
of Delta.

As you refer to in your draft of June '87 of the
Uncompahgre Basin and Wilderness mechnical Supnlement, the
City of Delta does have some water richts in the Gunnison
Gorge, and I would just like to say that we have been work-
ing with Congressman Ben Nighthorse Camobell's grouo to
resolve some problems of our water rights in that canyon
to try to make it into a national nark instead of a national
monument, This does not address what they rlan to do with
the City of Delta's water rights. And we haooen to know

that they are valid water rights, and we don't think that
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sufficient.

_ The maps in tﬁe back here that show what will
happen to areas as far as off-road vehicle activity are
concerned shows that an area is closed either seasonally,
permanently or limited onlv to existing roads and trails.
I mean, that covers a broad scove and it should be broken
down where it shows what areas are closed seasonally, what
areas are limited to roads and trails, and what areas are
closed permanently. They're vastly different categories,
and they are all lumved together in one little mao,

It presents verv little data to base any conclu-
sions as to impacts of implementihg_off-road vehicle use
for most of the management area, which will hapven under
this plan. .

It fails to identify on map or text the location
of Storm King Ski area, it offers nc data other than some
little chart with some supposed numbers of skiers that will
ski there that increases from some million now to a few
million more in a few vears. There's no_attributicn made
as to where this data came from, or anv discussion of the
area really beyond that.

It makes optimistic assumntions about allowable
increases in grazing. It gives sketchv data on only a very
few grazing allotments specifically, and on the ones that

are discussed in the plan here, it talks about how thev are
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in pretty bad shape, or under a lot of pressure from either
livestock or wildlifg. It yet goes on to come up with these
really optimistic ideas about how much qrazing is going to
increase over the district with very little real data on

it. There's hardly anv data in the whole thing. That's
why I made comment that there's not enough in here for a
person to lock at it and reallv be able to make an informed
decision. .

And if vou look at -- well, -when the Forest Service
puts out a document under the same mandate from Congress
under the National Federal Land Management Policv Act, it's
full of data. Some of it they make un, some of it's wrona,
some of it's right, but they have data in there. And if vou
compare this plan to .the GMUG Forest Plan, there's a vast
difference. It's apparent to anybody who takes a half an
hour to sit down and go through it, they will see alot of
gifference. There's alot gf data developed by the Forest
Service,

.I‘ve looked at the plans for the firand Junction
District and for the San Miquel San Juan District, and they
have lots of data in there. They don't have as much as the
Forest Service puts in, but they have a lot more than this
document has,

And even with the amount of data that the Forest

Service put out in the GMUG vlan, that plan is under remand

H-2

any kind of flow at all vou have to flow downstream to a
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land ;s administered for by making those changes. 1It's not

spelled out. It's not said why you're doing that.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Could vou wrav it up, Bill, your
five minutes are up.

W. N. BRUMNER: 1I'll try.

A counle of things Fhat I would recommend under
land acquisition is that there currently is no oublic access
for a take out point at the confluence of the Gunnison and
the North Fork. When you come down the Gunnison River with
point that you take out on private pronmerty. And I've been
threatened with loss of access to take out there, free
And the

access, I have to pay to take my boat out there.

same thing down at Drysﬁale Flats, down by Austin. There's
people that have been taking out in these nlaces for a long
time, and I wish the BLM would come up with some public
access at that point.

And there is also a trail that comes down to withir
20 feet of the Escalante Canyon Road out of the Dominguez
Canyon wilderness area. That wilderness area is administered
by the Grand Junction District, but there's 20 feet of.
private land between the road and the wilderness area that's
administered by this district. And because that 20 feet of

land is privately owned, vecole cannot det to that trail.

And I think that the BLM should make a sincere effort to
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- under class three, and a definition of class three is where
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right now because they didn't have enough data in there to
support their management decisions. And it's a big waste

of money for a Government agencv to go through a process as
costly and time consuming, and takes as much erergv as from
;he people who put it together as this takes and let it

fall into a situation where it's not going to satisfy hardly
anybody because there isn't enocugh data in it to support
what you_'re trying to do.

The plan describes the wilderness characteristic
of three wilderness areas_in the district, and then doesn't
recommend two of them for wilderness designation. And it
did not explain to my satisfaction why Camel Back and the
Adobe Badlands are dropped from being provosed as a wilder-
ness area without reallv saying why.

Something that I kind of wonder about is that therd
appears that there's going to be a lot more off-road
recreational vehicle use here and there is really no dis-
cussion of why. And opening up to that, if there's a --
it's planned to degrade the environment to where a .lot of
places, under the classification svstem, I think it goes
you look at that landscape, the things vou notice is hew
it's torn up and, vou know, why are you olanning to change
to landscape like that. What benefits are coing to come to

the people 2f£ this area, or the government, or whoever the
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acquire an easement to get neoole into that trail, which is
the only access to this end of that wilderness area.

And I'll have to say the rest in written comment.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Just for clarification. John
Singlaub, BLM.

. That's the McCarty trail?

W. N. BRUNNER: Which is orobably -- there is
criteria given for acquisition here in either a national
historic or scenic trail, which is one of the things Lhat
classifies land or access available for acouisition by the
BLM, It wculd also fit under two or three other classifi-
cations given in that area.

There is no criteria given for dismosal of public
.lands in this vlan, either, though many are marked for
disposal.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Can you clarify for the record
what WSERC stands for?

W. N. BRUNNER: Western Slope Energv Resources
Center.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.
Mark Welsh,
GENE VECCHIA: John, could I ask a question for
clarification.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.

GENF. VECCHIA: Did I hear you say that under the
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preferred alternative there was more, we're opening ub more
use to ORV use than is current, did you say that?

W. N. BRUNNER:" I beliecve that's what's going to
happen. It savs here in the Chaoter 3, oreferred alterna-
tive, off-road vehicle use on public lands will be open to
ORV use.

JOHN SIGNLAUB: Go ahead.

MARK WELSH: My name is Mark Welsh, I live up on
the Redlands outside of Hotchkiss.

I will try to just give a quick summary of my

views of this document and not get into a page by vage

Not too many years ago I remember reading the
notice that came out from the Montrose Office of the BLM
saying that they were going to do an RMP. It's a little
peculiar that the first time we legally asked for one and
legally challenged the BLM to have one that that was eleven
years ago, but I understand how things take time., Unfor-
tunately I think that that time has not been spent well
when the BIM and when the team lcader talked earlier about
what this plar did and it's methodology. It certainly gave
the impression that any conflicts between water and water
right and coal mining were taken care of.

I've gone through this olan, I've read most of

it and to me it was not evident that this has been done.
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water supplies.

Well, we live in a desert here, evervbodv knows
that. But for some reasorn the dccisions made say, just as
one example, the goals in this document are out of line, I
believe, as far as water users are concerned.

In the past there have been very good decisions
made by the Bureau of Land Management, there was a con~
census worked out with ditch people, the coal industrv and
the BLM and environmentalists in the past to try to resolve
some of these issues. None of the past controversies in-
volving development in this area are evident, either iﬂ
the methodology in this document, or in the decisions. And
I would strongly urge the BLM to take.a vact, unlike the
Forest Service and sit down with all of the users and try
to not only improve their document, but to come up with
management decisions that recoanize the real resource con-
flicts and the competition that we all héve on how do we
want the public lands to take care of us. That has not been
done in the past.

On the last two land use plans that have come out
of this area have resulted in legal challenges, and I think
by now the BLM should learn that there's a different way
to do business, and by trying to save paper here, by leaving
out information, detracts from the purpose of the document.

I can't tell how I'm going to be ffected. My neighbors
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But in general there are two problems with this
plan, one has to do with its methodoloay. Is the olaﬂ,
does the nlan do whaé its sunposed to do.

The second problemn is how does it manaage thé
resources. Now, you have gqot coal miners, you've got loggerg,
you've got hunters, you've got a wide varietv of users and
we all want ou use to be number one. But I think quite
a while ago we realized there is a wav to work out a con-
census, there's a wav to compromise and there's a way to
fight for what you have. And unfortunately I see this doc-
ument overemphasizing resource development, and I think that
that would be to the detriment of Delta County and to the
detriment to the industry that's here and the residents
that are here, and varticularly would affect the water
users.

And I'd like to go to a couple of items in this

document having to do with water. The mining of coal and

locatable minerals could result in the permanent, irrevers-

page 4-63.

And over in the fourth chaoter, fracturing and
subsidence of rock strata from underground mining could
decrease the quantity and cuality of groundwater, loss of
either surface or groundwater could irpact adjudicated

water rights and diminish local domestic and agricultural
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can't .tell how they are going to.be affected, and the
manager in the BLM can't get very good guidance here, or
determine what the impacts of.his choice between the alter-
natives.

My last comment goes to looking at the differept
alternatives that are here, and we could all get cross
eyed looking at the small print. But there are a number'of
different alternatives.

The preferred alternative; the conservation alger-
native, which means hardly do anything; the nroduction
alternative, which means let's do the most: versus what we
are doing right now. S0 we have got four alternatives.’

Under just one resource, which is coal, they are
almost all the same. They are off by a couple of acres.

And you can go through this and see that there really isn't
that much choice.

So; again, I don't want to go into any more detail
on the documents, but I would strongly encourage the BLM
to set up a non-adversarial process with all of the opublic
land users to trv to come uv with a better plan for oﬁr
valley. .

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.
David Johnston.
DAVID JOHNSTON:

I'm David Johnston from Paoina,

I'm speaking for myself.
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I want to talk mainly about wilderness. First I
wanted to congratulate the BLM on their recommendation on
the Gunnison Gorge as a wilderness area. 1've been through
it and I think evervbody, or almost everybody in the county
thinks that it's a great place and should be a wilderness
area. We also think that it should be a wild and scenic
river, I know the BLM has recommended that and can't get it
through Congress. I think that's well and that should be
encouraged and the BLM should be applauded for making that
recommendation. - I think it's a very worthwhile place to be
wilderness.

As to the Camel Back, I haven't been in that area,
but I've talked to people who have been there and 1've read
some of the documents on it. It seems there's very little
conflict with any uses of the area, and I would like to see
the Camel Back also designated as wilderness.

I have been through the Adobe Badlands, and I thing
it's a big mistake not to designate that area as wilderness.

I'd like to read a cuote kind of ‘buried in your
document, bu. with this recognition I don't see how it
cannot be labeled recommended as wilderness.

On page 3-11 it states "Geologically, the Adobe
Badlands WSA is highly varied and diversified. The majority
of the WSA consists of Badland-tyne formations, or “adobe"

hills, where coloration changes abruptly with shifts in
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designated wilderness. Thanks.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
John B. Benjamin.
JOHN B. BENJAMIN: Good evening, I'm John Beniamin
frpm up on Redlands Mesa, 1591 2900 Road, it used to be
Route 2. That's the kind of way things change, I think.
But I'm talking today as an individual, as a
fisherman, boatman, small farmer, real estate tycoon, con-
servationist and taxpayer.

So my first question as a taxpaver is how many
people here tonight are getting paid to be here by us tax-
payers? You guys don't get p;id to come, that's great.
That's interesting. I know the Commissioners don't get
paid. I know I don't get paid, that's one of the problems
I have with being here, I don't get paid. Although my boss
did give me a $5 a day raise -here, he's Hank Hotze, over
there, I run boats for him periodically, so I'm going to
pretty much keep my -- he's not paying me to be here tonight
but he might buy me a beer later on. But I'm going to keep
my comments pretty much to the river and gorge.

Once again I concur with David over there, that
you should be recommended, you would have been lynched if
you hadn't, but you should be recommended, or commended,

for making the gorge a wilderness, or suggesting that the

gorge become a wilderness area.
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lighting. The upper portion of the Adobe Badlands is
rolling, ruaqged, pinyon-iunipef foothills cut by numerous,
small drainages. Human imprints are minor."
Skipping down a little bit. "The Adobe Badlandﬁ
WSA provides many opportunities for solitude. The maze-like
Badlands and upper pinyon-juniper vegztation effectively
screen visitors and foster a feeling of intimacy. The slop-
ing topography affords sweeping views of the lower Badlands
as well as Grand Mesa, the Uncompahgre Plateau, and the San
Juan Mountains which stimulate feelings of solitude and
remoteness."

"The topogranhy of the Adobe Badlands offers out-
standing opportunities for primitive and unconfined recrea-
tion. The upper woodland areas provide excellent hunting.
The WSA affords yearlong opportunities for hiking, horse-
back riding, photography, and sightseeing.”

I might also add it has interesting names, it's
kind of like a neurotic trip through hell. You start off
right below Hell's Hole and go right down between Devil's
Thumb and Susie's Tit. And it's a real interesting place,
you get out in the middle of it and you're just miles
away from everywhere.

Modern language has two meanings for bad; one is
bad is not good, and the other is bad that it's real good.

And I think this place is bad, and I think it should be
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As a conservationist I also think that the conser-
vation alternative there should be followed, that's my pref-
erence.

T think all three WSA's are unique and valid
merit and only represent, what, less than ten percent of youd
total plan mass here that you have taken charge of.

So I like them all, but I like the gorge the best,
and I like zhe gorge the best because I have been down there
for the las: six years running that thing for Hank and know
it well. 1 probably know it better than most people in the
room, except for Hank.

I want to make a few recommendations about speci-
fic management down there. I know that the BLM, and one
of the only problems I have with the BLM taking it over as
a wilderness area and the BLM managing it as a wilderness
area is the BLM is notoriously short of funds for management.
And I know this summer, for instance, they only had one
person down there pretty much full-time, well, not even
full-time. 1It's been tough to keep track of what's going on
down there. The resouce has been really trashed out. Any-
one who has been down there lately, and Mark knows, and,
of course, Caleb, it's really trashed out.

I think rather than to have voluntary requlations

in effect down there as far as low impact camping go, they

cannot be voluntary, but they must be mandatory. And what
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they must be, they G, thev must be

st be no weod burni
fire pan used. They must use nortable stoves, wou know,
you can't -=

Portapottics are a must, ladies and cgerntlemen, in
this modern day and age ir the river. 1It's such a frigile

environment down there. You've got to pack evervthing out

that you pack in, inclu g your own trash and humar waste. ¢

I would also recommend, and I might have some
frowns from certain sectors in the room on this one, hut
both the trail to Chuckar and Duncan shouid probably be --
the trail heads should be moved back further from the rim
and that would weed out a few people that are abusing the
area around there, ard hopefully keep the wilderness values
intact that are now being trashed out.

That's about it, thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou, John.
Caleb Gates.

JON SERING: Jon Sering again, if I would ask a

clarifying question.
JOHN B. BENJAMIN: VYes.
JON SERING: You said that Chuckar and Duncan i
should be moved back further from the rim, 4o you mean --
JOHN B. BENJAMIN: The vehicle access.
JON SERING: Further from the, move the trail

head back so it's further from the river?
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perspective used in putting or orvgarizating data. I kind of
think that less grazing you're going to have less crosion,
less salinity, and you're going to have to de less correcciw
measures.

Throughout the kook you're talking about correc-
tive measures in channels, meaning river channels, to

correct salinity problems. I think if you have smart land

use and prevent these things from happerning that you are
not going to have to spend ten times the amourt of monev
to correct them. And I don't think I see enough of that
in the book. .

Such as off-road vehicle use in the Peach Vallev,
that has some of the highest total dissolved salt concen-
trate, and that off-road vehicle use seems pretty high as
that is planned. And I think that that should be less than
those highly sensitive areas.

And then, lastly, I would like to see legiélation
enacted sometime and somewhecre where the BLM can have i
enforcement to write citations and helv keep the Gunnison
Gorge recreation area clean and to force private river-
runners to have ~- to act as commercial ones and carry out
their garbage.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.

Stephen F. Hinchman. Tf vou can spell your last
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50 1t gives you thal much

ol a 2 and keeps vehicles from appreoaching
o5 mlose as now
ING:  Okay. T just want o clarify, mearn:

the ¢raii -- you're st mak.ng the trail further f

the river, not frem the rim? Closer to the ram rather than
further?

JOEN B, BENJAMIN: I would like <o make 1t so
:t's a ionger hike in.

SON SERING: Okay. Thank you.
SCGHN SINGLAUB: Caleb Gates.

CALEB GATES: 1'm Calek Gates, T representing

r runners, I raft for Gunniscrn River Expe-

myseif and -
ditions and 1 live :n Paonia.
Some of my conterns -- first cf all, I'm glad that

<he Gunrison Gorge is recommnended for wilderness, bat 1 think

with the huge acreage that :s also upper maragement plarn,

that the Camel 3ack and Badlands areas should be

rocommned

The Camerl Back offars

sclitude, and the Adshe Badla

cable for grazing,

Righly eroad
lderness aresa. They are not ciz-
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name, it's kind of blurred herc on our sheat.
STEPHEN F, HINCHMAlN: H-i-n-c-h-m-a-n.

JOHN SINGLAUR: Thank vy

STEPHEN F. HINCHMAN: My name is Stephen Hinchman,
and I live ir Papnia, I have been here about a vear row in
the vallev, my work broucht me here, but if it didn't, I
would visit it anywayv. Yot to visi: the communities of
Delta or Montrose, but to come to the mary wild areas that
we have in our counties here.

I'm going to speak about the Camel Back wilderress
area. You sent your experts in the past couple of years to
cvaluate the area's suitability for wilderness desianation.

Well, the comments in vour little book here, they
found the Camel Back to fit the criteria for wilderness,
however, the recommendation is non-suitable. )

So I packed up the EIS and the RMP and went.out
there myself and svent two days and nights in the Camel
Back to do my own study. T found the Camel Back to be more
than suitable, I found it delightful.

I hove the pictures that I took, which are up on
the wall back there, can make it a real place for some of
the people that didn't cet to go out there.

The canyon is not the kind of place that vou

escape from go get away from it all when you ¢o to the

wilderness, it's more like the feeling of vou're coing to
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get to it all. And the Camel Back is such a place.

I spent two nights up on the wind-whipned mesa
tops, with starry nights, hard rocky bed and spectacular
dawns.

The days were svent well, one meandering across
Winter Mesa with its hot, parched grasses looking over-
grazed to me and fatigued by invading sage. Lots of lonely
pinyon trees, and I took some siestas in the cool draws.
Heard a hawk, but it wouldn't come close enough to identify.
It's choppy., but it's flat country in the Uncompahgre
Plateau, even though you're up there. I enjoyed it a lot and
I had a lot of ample oprortunity for solitude, I could tell
I was alone.

The next day was similar and quiét. From the
canyon walls of Roubideau Creek, lots of ponderosa pines,
willows and cottonwoods against the entrada. By this time
I was thirsty, my lone gquart of water down to a few sivps,
wondering how sick I'm going to get if I drink the water
cows in my wilderness

out of that creekbed. I mean, your

propagating the wild Giardia. I risked it, and also stopped
to swim in cold potholes.

Down here it's a little different; signs of coons,
cats and deer, and the ever present cow pie.

I stopped many times to read the RMP/EIS, trans-

lating from it heavy bureauycratics into olain English. And
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in the book will ruin the area's wilderness values

You estimate the current 500 recreational visitor
days to be 50 percent of ORV use, and you say managing the
area for ORV use in the future will eliminate 250 primitive
recreational visitor days. Well, that's all the primitive
recreational visitor days. That amounts to zero primitive
use of the area, people driven out by the raging six cylinde#,
duel catﬂ, air polluting, earth crunching beasts. That
combined with --

(Laughter.}

I had to get that one in.

But that amounts to single use, it's not thé
sacred multiple use verbage that gets passed off on us all
the time. It's biased, it's one sided, it's off-road
vehicle use.

Granted there are restrictions, but BLM has, what,
one enforcement officer in the whole area. Without enforce-
ment, there is no real restrictions. So I throw that out.
I quote from your book. "Not designating the
Camel Back WSA as wilderness would lead to a gradual decline
of the wilderness values throughout the WSA, primariiy as a
result of increased ORV use." The impacts are to the soil,
water guality, water salinity, vegetation and wildlife.

In case you forgot, when you went out there your

mission was to study the suitability of the selected areas
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the wilderness qualifications that you mentioned ir the book
are there, indeed. There's no competing for mineral, oil
and gas uses, except for a three-B uranium rating. Hell,
they can't even mine four-n uranium these days. There's

no competition there.

The only competing uses I saw were cattle grazing,
and off-road vehicles. In the Camel Back it's already over-
grazed. In fact, your plans say you will reduce the grazing
allotment by 20C annual unit months no matter which plan is
recommended. A good rancher that watched his land wouldn't
put that many cows out there in the first place.

Yet you give the cows 6,402 acres, that's the
best land, that's the top of Winter Mesa. What you allow
the wildlife is the uwper part of the Roubideau Canyon and
on Camel Back, the steep, rugged places where those cows
can't get at, and if they could, your cowboys would have a
hard time getting them off of there.

As far as off-road vehicles go -- anyway, I think
the grazing allotment, or allotments are wrong. There is
no concessions whatsoever to wildlife.

On off-road vehicles, of the entire BLM Montrose
District, 92 percent is beinag managed for off-road vehicles,
that's stated in your book here. The Camel Back at 10,000
acres out of 480,000 surface acres is one quarter of one

percent, but vou won't outlaw ORVs there, which you state
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for wilderness designation. And according to the Wilderness
Act of '64, the designation is this, a wilderness, in con-
trast to those areas where man and his work is subjected

to landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the
earth and its community of life are untrampled by man, where
man himself is a visitor that does not remain. An area of
wilderness is further defined to mean in the act an area of
undeveloped federal land retaining the primeval character
and influence without permanent imnrovements of human
habitation subjected and managed so as to preserve its
natural conditions and which generallv aopears to have been
affected primarily by the forces of nature with the imprint
of man's work substantially unnoticeable:; has outstanding
opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined

type of recreation; has at least 5,000 acres of land, or is
of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation
and use in unimpaired condition. It may also contain
ecological, geological or other features of scientific,
educational, scenic or historical value.

Five minutes.

JOHN SINGLAUB:

CALEBR GATES: Okay. I'm just going to close up.

Camel Back meets those criteria. Your recommenda-
tion of nonsuitable has no justification.

And I'll just read this one quote and leave it at

that. There's a great deal of talk these days about saving
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the environment. We must, for the environment sustains our
bodies, but as humans we also requirec support for our
spirits. And this is what these kinds of things wrovide.
The catalyst converts any physical location, any environment
if you will, into a place that is a process of experiencing
deeply. A place is a niece of the whole environment that
has been claimed by feelings. Used simply as a life supvort
system, the earth is an environment. Used as a resource it
sustains our humanity.. The earth is a collection of places.
We never speak, for example, of an environment that we have
known, it is always places we have known and recall. We are
homesick for places, we are reminded of places. It's the sounds|
and smells and sights of places which haunt us and against
which we often measure our presence.

With your resource management plan, that wilder-
ness is going to look like this picture here, with the off-
road vehicle running right through the middle of it.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Mark Paigen.
MARK PAIGEN: My name is Mark Paigen. I live in
Paonia and I represent myself.

I also guide down the Gunnison Gorge, so I've been
there quite a bit and I've seen it cuite a bit over the last

four vears. I guess I'll talk about that first.

for elk and I think those types of issues need to be
addressed and a decision made rather than just putting it
of £ until the developers have put so much money into it i
that they can twist your arm and say "we've gone this far,
we have got to continue."

I guess the last thing I want to say is that
Delta County, Delta and Gunnison Counties are beautiful
areas, and in the long term the economy is going to rely on
that beauty more than industry, or I should say extractive
industry. And to look into the long term for this area is
to preserve the natural resources that we have in pristine
quality, and that wilderness will do that very well.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
GENE VECCHIA: I have a clarifying question, Mark
You kind of skirted around it, are you saving on the ski
area issue that the BLM should make a decision against
allowing the ski area --

MARK PAIGEN: Yes.

GENE VECCHIA: -~ is that what you really mean?

MARK PAIGEN: VYes.

GENE VECCHIA: Okav, thank you. Good enough.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.
Gerrie Wolf.

GERRIE WOLF: 1I'm Gerrie Wolf, 706 2750 Lane,

12
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I think the Gurnison Gorge should be a wilderness
area, I think the river should be included in the wild and
scenic river act.

I think that the BLM needs to address how they are
going to enforce requlations or private boaters down there.

Commercial boaters, by their very nature, protect
the resource because it is their living. Private boaters,
or walk-in fisherman don't have that at stake and can build
large fires angd the AIM basically can‘t do anything about
it except ask them politely not to.

‘So 1 think they need to have some enforcement
capability like the Department of Parks and Outdoor Recrea-
tior, which enforces the rules on commercial boaters.

As far as the other two wilderness studv areas,
the Badlands and Camel Back, I feel that both of them should
be designated as wilderness. According to your draft plan
here, both of them fit the criteria. I don't see why you
didn't recommené them for wildernesc.

As far as the Storm khing area goes, I think that
you're just skirtirg the issue, that you're saying basically
for five years we won't decide either way and we will let
the developers go ahead and then we will kind of sce what
happens. I don't really think that's what should be done,

I think a decision shoulé bhe made.

I've heard that it's a very imoortant calving area
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Cedaredge, Colorado. I am soeaking for myself, mv husbard
as permitee on the BLM land in 4502, which is Leroux and
4549 which is the Dry Creek area.

Our first concern is with the access provosal in
every one of your -- in every one of your proposals you have
stated that you would like to accuire access to these lands.

I'm also speaking as a taxpayer and multiple
user of that plan for recreation, for hunting, for grazing,
and I do like the esthetic values that I get when I go out
to take pictures. I do like to -- I am a nhotographer. And
1 don't like the trash, and I think that people have to be
educated to pick up their stuff and to carry it out. If
they bring it in, take it out.

On the Dry Creek and the Spaulding access proposal
we feel access to those areas would be unsuitable. BLM is
unfenced, so that access would be to private land as well
as your BLM land.

Maintenance of the roads fall to the landowners
right now. The Dry Creek road, the first mile and a half is
used for farm machinery and falls on private land. It is
not surfaced. Opening the Dry Creek road into the canvon,
it's very narrow and would impact the riparian zone that
you're concerned about. Tt would be -- the things we noted
was the salinity in the Dry Creek, which is also your

Currant Creek. On your statement it is noted the Currant
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1| Creek and the high salinity there. Opening up this canyon
2| would impact that.
3 If you would open up this canyon to unrestricted
4 | hunting, which opers up Hells Hole from the bottom, you have
s | a very limited, thgre's threce svots in the canyon, plus
6 | what everybody else wants tc ooen, where hunters can camp.
7 | All right. There's one spot in the canyon that is over-
g | impacted because of hunting, the recreational value. 1 do
g | not recommend opening up that canyon, it would also have an
10 | impact on the private lands.
" Livestock grazing, we want to know -- our auestiong
12 there, and we are not addressing specific questions, but our
13| concerns, and on these access roads across the private
14 | property, will they be surfaced, will they be fenced?
15 | If somebody drives.off into one of our irrigation ditches
16 | is there a lawsuit.
17 And we feel, with the exception of the-access,
18| we would like your present plan to remain the sahé, which 1
79 | think is proposal A. We do not feel the State neceds any
20 | more wilderness areas.
2 I personally have not been down in the Gunnison
22 | Gorge where these young peonle have bcen. 1 have heard of
23| different folks going down there, fishing and so on, and
24 | they enjov it. So I can't reallv speak too much about the
26 | Gurnison Gorge, but I do not like any more wilderness areas.
46
1| My Post Office Box is 604 and I'm reoresec
2| a company bv the name of Cunrnison River Fxveditions, who
3| currently operates on the funnison Gorge, and its the
4 licensed outfitter in the Gunnison Gorge.
5 I would like to ask acauestion right off the bat,
6 [ and that is it necessary that I make comments based on the
1| modification to the administration of the Gunnison Gorae
g | at this meeting, or will the written comments stand as my
9 comments?
10 JOHN SINGLAUB: Written comments carry the same
11 | weight as verbal.
12 HANK HOTZE: So I don't have to waste evervbodv's
13 | time with my comments.
" JOHN SINGLAUB: Correct.
15 GENE VECCHIA: Hank, are vou talking about on the
16 addition to the RAMP?
17 HANK HOTZE: Right.
8 GENE VECCHIA: That's a different document.
19 HANK HOTZE: A number of neonle are commenting on
20| those issues and I --
2 GENE VECCHIA: Right. Those comments can be sent
22 to Jon Sering here at the BLM Office.
7 HANK HOTZE: Fine. To be brief, the BLM, in myv
24 | opinion is correct in sugqesting that the funnison Gorge
25 | be designated a wilderness arca, as well as a wild and
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1| It is discrimination. It discriminates against the older
2| generation. It discrimirates against the handicapned, and
3| our state has an abundance of wilderress areas now.
4 And I'm getting persorally to the noint where I'm
5| going to retire one of these davs ané if I get to the point
6| where T can't ride a horse I'm going to have to hike these
7| areas, and I would like to be able to see them and enjov
8| them. And the people who drive through these areas do not
9| cause a lot of destruction, it's the person who gets out and
10 | hikes and gets into the areas where the normal person or the
11 | elderly or the handicapped, the real young cannot get.
12 When I was younger I did do some of this hiking
13| into some wilderness areas, and I -- some of our environment-
4| alists are, in the days of the hippies, and it was -- thev
15| did not take care of what they did.
16 I know I'm in the minority right now at this
17} meeting, but perhaps -- I think -- let me glance through
'8} this and see if there's anything else that I had or there.
19 I got carried away. I think that's it. Thank
20 | you.
n JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.
2 Hank Hotze. Did I pronounce that correctly?
23 HANK HOTZE: Yeah, that's fine.
% (Laughter.)
% My name is Hank Hotze, and I live in Hotchkiss,
H-10
47
1| scenic river.
2 Jt's my percention that, basedé on what -I've read
3; in your Wilderness Sunnlement to the RAMP, the Adcke Badlandg
4. and tha Camel Zack or Roubideau also oualify for wilderness
5 nation. And those areas are currentlv pristine, and
6 [ troy harbhor lots of wildlife, and thev are some of the best
7 ‘hirgs in the area. And somethire that neoble continue to
g | overiczok is that those resources are finite. What we are
9 | designating here, we are determining that we should cestroy
10 | somethirg that can't be revaired, and these areas currentlv
11 | are not beiny used cumercially to any value that we know of,
12 | and they should be preserved, especially in light o the
13| decline -~ some of the peovle in this room have a vested
14| interest in these areas, and I apologize, but a fact is a
15| fact -- that the decline in asriculture, and the decline in
16 | mining in the State of Colorado and the State Covernment's
17 | direction to promote tourism and recrecation. These areas
18| provide, or will orovide the finest of those things. If
19 | we destroy them at this noint for no real reason, as you
20 | have admitted in vour plan, there's no real justification,
20 then those areas will be qone.
22 We are seeing a tremendous increase, I1'm a guide
23| and outfitter, we are seeing a larce increase in the area in
24 interests in areas such as these, and they are bringing in
25 tourist dollars. Thev are bringing in dollars that may.
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They pay at the gas station and at hotels and restaurants,
and they're buying crafts, and they're buving fruit and they
leave, the peeole that hand out these dollars. And thev
give the local economy a tremendous boost, and if vou
destroyed these things vou will never he able to brina them
back.

Ard there are lot of developed lands in Colorado,
and I don't think there are enough lands that aren't
develcped.

Also these areas are providing, as I say, habitat
for animals, and you know that hunting and fishing is a very
large business and is growina all the time.

The other thing that I would -- another thing I
would like to mention is that Storm King, the whole issue of
Storm King should be brought out in the open and vou all
shculd make a decision, put vour foot in the bucket and let
us know what vou're thinking, because Storm King o me --

I know that vou can't make an ecoromic judgment as to the
votential benefit of a ski area to an area, but there are

a lot of ski areas around the State that aren't doing well
at all and that have destroyed some nrime habitat and some
beautiful acreage for the guess that there will be a
tremendous future in skiire. And I believe that the Storm

is the same because of the competition that they are

dealing with; Telluride, Crested Butte, the Asven comslex.
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towards education first and enforcement second. But thev
should have the dual capability. '

JIM FERGUSON: You're thinking then of citaticns
HANK HOTZF: That would be the most efficient
thing, to have somebody that could do both of those. Then
you wouldn't have a couple, three or four peonle on the
payroll, some doing some and scme doinq the other. Fduca-
tion is the key, but it hasn't worked so far.

JIM FERGUSON: Thark you.
JOHN SIMGLAUB: Thank vou.
Robin Nicholoff.
ROBIN NICHOLOFF: My name is Robin, R-o-b-i-n,
Nicholoff, N-i-c-h-o-1l-o-f-f. I'm speaking for myself and
my family.

T thank you for the opportunitv to comment or this
draft EIS for the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan

The first problem I encountered in reading this
document was the extreme general acurcach to all resources,
both in their desc:gption and manacenent options, imnacts
and possible mitigation measures. I find it difficult to
comment specifically on something that is so broad brushed

in nature and which offers so little in wav of detailed

analysis.

For examnle, I refer to ahgre Basin
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You read in the pawer all the time about Powderhorn,
Powderhorr is dying on the vine, it's another mistake.
Storm King will be another mistake.

The orly other thinag that I have to say is that
as you make these designations, arnd as you make these
suggestions, that BLM has got to take responsibility for
enforcement. I know that yvou have an enforcement person,
or maybe two, but that's not enough. There has to be money
in the budget every year allocated to enforcement to main-
tair the inteqrity of these lands.

My other point is that some of these areas need
maintenance, and you all -- especially in the Gunnison Gorge
that seems to be depending on the outfitters to maintain
the place, and the outfitters have been maintaining it for
a long time. But the BLM really has the responsibility.
We are paying our taxes, and we are paying user fees and
cxpecting BLM to take that responsibility.

So, thanks for the opportunitv to comment here
tonight.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Hank.
JIM FERGUSON: My enforcement, do vou mean by
citation tyve enforcement, or someone like the individual
that we have had working there this surmer?

HANK HOTZE:

Theyv have to have that dual canacity.

It's a management emphasis that really should be oriented
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resource area grazing FIS of 1978, which offered very
specific conditions under which, for instance, the practice
of chaining could occur.

Similarly vou went to the Southwest !'tah coal
region REIS, .it offers spec;fic exclusions of areas of coal
development, detailed mitigation measures, etc.

More recentlvy the RAMP for the Gunnison 5Gorge
gives the public precise conditions for the Gunnison forge -
excuse me, precise conditions that would result in, for
example, the reduction of the number of commercial float
trips through the Gunnison Gorge. And I would like to
commend the BLM at this point for their analysis that was
done in-that RAMP.

This document, however, is totally lacking in such
specificity, and conseguently is probablv in violation of
the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976.

Nonetheless, I offer a few observations which I'll
try to keep brief. 1I'm concerned with the manner in which
public access would be required into various areas, smpeci-
ficly the Roatcap and Jay Creek area. The EIS does nét
indicate any consultation with private larndowners. Tﬁat
leaves to a lot o guestions. ®Will the acouisition be
through purchase of rights of way or through condemniticn.
Once said rights of wav are acouired, will the BILM be

responsible for mai ®Will BLM indicate

tenance of them.




68
136

69

24

25

23

2

2%

which lands are private and which are vublic. How will

restrictions of off-road vehicle use be enforced. The BLM
personnel avnarentlv have no citation authority, which makes
enforcement extremely auestionable.

On a right-of-way that passes through private
land and accesses a public land, will BLM install culverts
and other devices to control erosion and sediment loadina
of riparian zones.

These questions and others naturally occur in the
minds—of the public while ;eadina this EIS.

The environmental impacts invasioncy actions are
simply not addressed.

I'm concerned with BLM's ability to follow its
own regulations and constraints nlaced uvon it by this and
supporting documents. For example, the aforementioned
grazing EIS states on page 1-39 that "ecuioment would
reach the job site over existing roads or trails." Xnd
this is with regard to chaining and reseeding projects.

On page 1-24 it states "neither temporarv or
permanent trails will be constructed to fence sites, water
developments, or vegetation corversion sites."™ And conver-
sion sites include chainings.

The grazina EIS calls for fencing the south
boundary of Roatcap/Jay Creek allotments, and for water

projects to occur orior to vegetative manimulation, vet
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Adobe Badlands wilderness study areas for not recommending
inclusion in the wilderness system.

T'm concerred with inadecuate nonigorinﬂ of oil
and gas activities, particular in the vuddy Creek area.
There have been instances of oil slicks in the Paonia
Reservoir and pollution has occurred to West Mudéy Creek
from oil and gas operations. There has also been illegal
dumping of production water from oil and was activity in
the Peach Valley area, resulting in pollution of irrigation
ditches.

On the Storm King ski area with the U.S. Forest
Service's --

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes.
ROBIN NICHOLOFF: Pardon?
JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes.
ROBIN NICHOLOFF: ™he U. S. Forest Service recently
approved two new areas near Paqosa Springs, we are looking
at the expansion of the Vail ski area by 50 percent,
Powderhorn is expanding. .There are many for sale signs at
ski areas around Colorado. I iust wonder, do we really need
another ski area, specifically one that may impact critical
elkx habjtat.

T guess since my time is uv I'll defer other
comments to written form.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.
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all of these and other specifications were violated when

on September 19, 1982, bulldozers under coniract to the
Bureau of Land Manacement tresnassed on that orivate land
to begin implementation of the Wolf Park chainings proiect.
"

Page 4-5 of the Grazine EIS states that "if

modifications are needed into existing AMPs, an environmental
assessment report would be completed prior to implementation|"
Several days after site work had been done on the Wolf Park
chainings, the BLM District Manager issued a NEPA categori-
cal exclusion in flagrant violation of Federal law and
agency recommendations or regula&ions.

I wish that you not misunderstand me, I'm not
opposed to livestock grazino on public lands, nor to imposing-
to improving grazing conditions for wildlife and livestock.
I'm opposed to establishing regulations and procedures,
priorities and plans for implementation of objectives, and
turning around 180 degrees and not following them.

I point to that older document as a -- well, for
obvious reasons, but partly in contrast to this current
document. I feel that the FIS is inadecuate in its layina
out to the public what the agency wishes to do, how it will
do it and the inpacts, either wositive or negative, of
doing it.

Briefly on just a counle of other noints, I can

find ro justification ‘or not including the Camel Back and

55
Zohn freen.
JOEN GROOME:  It'sCGroome, G-r-o-o-m-e?

JOHN SINGLAUB: T guess it is. 1'm sorry, éid
you catch ny aposlogy at the beginning.

JOHN GROOME: That's hard to read.

My name is John Groome and I live at Paohia, and
I would like to comment on three things.

First of all, I'd like to say thank vou to the
BLM for their wilderness designation for the Gunnison Gorge.
I think it needs it. I think also the Camel Back and the
Adobe Badlands mect all the criteria for wilderness.
Wilderness is a diminishing resource within this country,
and we need to preserve all that we can.

And I'll make my comments very brief. As far as
the Storm King ski area site, I cannot believe that the
BLM proposes a five year grace period in which developers
may proceed with the ski area, after which the BLM might not
allow them to develop. I mean, if you know anything about
the way big business operates and monev sneaks, if the
developer puts millions of dollars into an arca over a five-
year period, there is no wav thaé the BLM will say no to the
Storm King ski area.

Thank you very much.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou, John.

Jerry Price.
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CERRY PRICE: I won't take too much of your time.

Jerry Price, Paorie, Colorado, I re sent wWhistliro Acres

Ranch.
I deal with a lot of things that we are talking
about; we yraze cattle, wo raise crops, we hunt, we take

le on off-road ventures, we do it all in the area,

peo

some of the area we are talking about.

A couvle of thinas I wanted to comment orn. Your
access prodgram has been hrought uv before, we have two ard
a half miles of access across our vublic lands to get to a
few hundred-acres of BLM. We pick up bushels of trash;
beer bottles, cans, paper. We have deer shot richt out
in front of paying hunters, peoole that stop on your access
road across our land and shoot them.

As far as our grazing, we do a lot of erosion
control, we put in ponds that stop some of this erosion
that people are comvlaining about that grazing causes. We
seed, We chain. We put up fences. And we oay a fair
amount of money to put those cattle on that land. All we
read is articles about we get free grazing. T've put over
$3,000 worth of my men's wades into taking care of a few
hundred acres of BLM that 1 cross in three days and come
back in two days.

We out in those same water ponds ard the elk ang

deer that I make money off of mv cutfitting license ard

me feel kind of furnny when they're women because they're

rot quite alone out the as thev think thev are. Most of
ther don't carry swimming suits.

s horse into camnfires that some of

re Te

these backpackers have put out there and they find out that
they can carry a 16 ounce can of something out to the field,
but theycan'tcarry a 2 ounce car back.

I had to pay a wermit to be there, and they in-
spect me real heavy, and if I leave my junk out there I
get fined. 1 sometimes get fined for some of their iunk,
too.

So I think let's all look at the whole nicture.

I agree with some of the people that there's a lot of things
that should be in this book that aren't there. There's some
things in that book trat shouldn't be there. You know, I
don't want to be specific becausc I don't think the Book
was all that specific on some of the areas.

I see a lot of lines drawn acress my private larnd,
and everybody eslse's, that says that on this side of the line
we can do this and on that side we can do that. Some of
that land that you want to do things to isn't yours. Some
of it's mine.

I think let's all look at the bio picture. I
think maybe if we sit dowr for a meetinu like this, this

one gentlemean suggested earlier, you heard nmy crins and I
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having hunters ccme ir, all those elk and those deer graze
off f£rom it. Drank out of those ronds. Down to mv hay
field and cat my hay.

Ané I know the Devartment of Wildlife vavs some
of these people for that, but I like good, fat deer and
elk to shoot in the fall, so we don't bother to put in to
kave them pay us hack.

So 1 just think that a lot of peonle stand up
here ané say I've got mine, I want to stop evervbody else
from getting theirs, whether it be a conservationist, a
rancher, a hunter, or who it is. Because we see somethina
that we think we want is not a reason that we should shut
out everybody else. I think we can work together.

We put some trails through these areas that maybe
the ters off-road vehicles isn't right, let's put a trail
in that area that a vehicle should follow, let's make it a
trail vehicle, whatever its classification might be.

The lady addressed us here a little while ago
firds it very difficult to walk and go clear down into these
areas that might be cGesignated wilderness. I'm all for
wilderness, 1 get clear out in the middle of it on horseback
and have some of the same feelings the other gentlemen do.

However, sometimes when I find one of them takinrg
their cool din in the nice cold pocket of water, it makes

my wife feel a little funnv wher thev are auys and it makes
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heard your grapes and if we nut it all together we would
get somewhere.

That's all that I've got to say.

JOHN S$INGLAUB: Thark vou.

Is there anyone who signed up to speak who would
like to speak at this time?

In consideration of the hour, and the hardness
of the seats, would the two or three individuals that I cut
off like to have an additional five minutes tolspeak?

Bill?

W. N. BRUNNER: Pass.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Steve?

STEPHEN F. HINCHMAN: Pass.

JOHN SINGLAUB: I'd like to remind you again that
written comments will be accepted until November 5th, they
do carry the same weight as the oral statements received
tonight.

I would like to thank all of vou for taking your
time to come here this evening, including BLM employees
on their own time.

This concludes the hearing.

Thank you very much.

(Hearing adjourned.)
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recommendations to the comments of the Colorado Environmental
Coalition. Kirk Koepsel will be presenting those later. I do
have some specific comments regarding the recommendations in
the wilderness supplement that I'd like to make.

First of all, I'd like to recommend the
designation -- the recommendation and designation --
hopefully, in the futhre, along with many, many thousands of
more acres in Colorado on BLM land.

1'd like to recommend designation.of Camel
Back, the Gunnison Gorge, and the Adobe Badlands areas as
wilderness.

I have some general reasons for that. First
of all, these areas, unlike all the other designated
wilderness areas -- almost exclusively in Colerado, so far,
and to a large extent in the west -- these areas are low
elevation areas and in and of itself, for the geologic,
ecologic, climatological reasons that low elevation implies
are valuable in and of themselves.

They offer diverse ecotypes, these areas,
than currently exist in the wilderness system. Diverse
geologic types than currently exist. More specifically, these
areas offer winter range and winter recreation. They offer
ecosystem diversity. They offer riparian habitat of a
significant and different type. And these three areas

hopefully can be protected by wilderness designation from
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officials of federal, state, or local agencies who wish to
testify at this hrearing?

(No response.)

MR. SINGLAUB: oOkay. If not, 1've had a
request by a gentleman from Colorado Springs who'd like to
get home before dawn to speak first. John Stansfield.
MR. STANSFIELD: Where do you want us to
speak from?

MR. SINGLAUB: Could you come up to the

podium please and state your name, address, and who you

. represent?

MR. STANSFIELD: My name is John Stansfield,

S-t-a-n-s-f-i-e-1l-d. I'm represnting- the Pikes Peak Group of

Sierra Club. 1'm the conservation chair. I'm also a member
of the Canyen City District Bureau of Land Management
advisory committee representing the interest of
environmental protection.

I have 15 years plus of sporadic wilderness
study experience on both national forest and BLM lands, and
over the last 10 years most especially on BLM lands. I was
also a member of the Montrose District Gunnison wildland and
Scenic River Study advisory group when the study was first
initiated.

I'd like to defer my comments and perhaps a

little bit of the time involved in them on the RMP

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
DENVER COLORADO

L-1
20

excessive ORV use, or any ORV use, and preserved for such

valuable things, given their unique nature as scientific
study.

1 have specific experience with two of the
three areas and have read some about the Adobe Badlands. I
would recommend Adobe Badlands on the recommendation of
others and the readings and the slide shows which I've seen.

Gunnison Gorge is a unique area. The
relationship of the river and the wild land surrounding
that is a marvelous relationship and should, of course, be
protected.

Camel Back is another area which I have
personal experience. An area perhaps without the grand
scenery of Gunnison Gorge, but with a grandeur of its own,
and with a wild quality of its own in terms of opportunities
for solitude for the kind of primitive recreation which I've
experienced there. Gunnison Gorge is not only a wilderness
candidate, but should be a designated wilderness.

Thank you very much.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, John.

I1'1l now go down through the list of speakers
in the order they signed in.

Carl Gerity.

MR. GERITY: Thank you for this opportunity
to present these comments regarding the Draft Uncompahgre

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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Basin Resource Manadement Plan/Environmental Impact

Statement.

MR. SINGLAUB: Excuse me. Could you give
your name, your address --
MR. GERITY: I will. My name is Carl Gerity

and I represent Quinn Coal Company. My address is 5932
McIntyre Street, Golden, Colorado, B0403.

The Tomahawk Mine which is operated by Quinn
Coal Company is in temporary cessation and is maintained on a
standby basis.

The mine is located in Section 10, Township
13 South, Range 95 West, Delta County, Colorado, on private
owned surface and coal rights. Most of the lands surrounding
this property are private surface ownership and have federal
coal ownership. According to the current MT plat of this
township, the federal lands in Sections 1 through 12 are all
classified as coal lands.

According to the Resource Management Plan, the
lands under discussion are classified in management units A-6
under the current management alternative, B-l under the
production alternative, C-24 under the conservation
alternative, and D-15 under the preferred alternative.

First, the current management alternative.
Although coal leasing is not excluded under the A-6
Since the only

management unit, it is not a priority.
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Bill Foreman.
MR. FOREMAN: My name is Bill Foreman. I
live at 803 Ithica Drive in Boulder, Colorado.
First off, 1'd likc to say that I'm very
pleased to see that the Gunnison Gorge has been recommended
for wilderness protection designation by BLM. However, 1
would like to encourage additional recommendation of the other
two large sites, Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for
preservation and protection under wilderness designation.

‘One thing that was stated in the opening
comments was that water quality is being impacted by the
utilization in the area. It's pretty obvious that wilderness
designation would help protect these areas from over-grazing
and off-road vehicle use. And that's probably two of the
major reasons why the soil is ending up in the water and the
like, and the vegetation is being eroded. So I would like
to encourage you to have these other two areas, Camel Back
and Adobe Badlands, as protected areas.

In addition, I'd like to recommend
elimination of cattle grazing in two other important areas,
Escalante Canyon and the Pairview Research Natural area. And
as stated in the Draft EIS, in the whole Uncompahgre Basin,
95 percent of the land is being used for cattle grazing.
That seems like an inordinately large amount of land being

used for that purpose. I'd like to recommend substantial
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federal interests in Sections 3, 4, 9 and 10, Township 13
South, Range 95 west 1s in the subsurface resources, and as
these resources are contiguous to an operating mine, and as
they are classified by GLO Order as coal lands, Sections 3,
4, 9, and 10 should be included in the management unit A-1 as
are the adjacent Sections 2 and 1l to the east and Section 8
to the west.

Under the production alternative, the
management unit B-1, as classified, is suitable for this
alternative,
the

Under the conservation alternative,

management unit C-24, as classified, is suitable for this
alternative.

Under the preferred alternative, again,
although coal leasing is not excluded under the D-15

management unit, it is not a priority. Again, as federal
estates include only subsurface rights, and as these lands
are contiguous to private lands with an operating mine, and
as they are classitied as cocal lands by Governmental Land
Office Order, Section 3, 4, 9 and 10, Township 13 South,
Range 95 West should be placed into the management unit D-7 as
are the adjacent Sections 2 and 11 on the east and Section 8
on the west.

Thank you very much.
Thank Carl.

MR. SINGLAUB: you,
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reduction in that utilization for both cattle grazing and
also off-road vehicle utilization.
Thank you.
MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Bill.
Kirk Cunningham.
MR. CUNNINGHAM: My name is Kirk Cunningham,

I live at 680 Tantra Drive, Boulder, 80303, I'm conservation
chairman of the Sierra Club in Colorado, but I'll be speaking
for myself tonight, and someone else from the club should be
delivering the club's comments in Hontrése.

1'm here to lend my support on behalf of
the three wilderness study areas that are mentioned in the
document, and I would like to thank BLM for recommending
Gunnison Gorge. 1 think certainly its notoriety as a
possible wild and scenic river -~ part of a wild and scenic
river area -- certainly is its own recommendation, and the
area itself deserves it just by itself on the basis of its
own properties. I think that's a good recommendation.
The other two -~ see no reason from the
document, to the extent that I'm familiar with it, to drop

them. As far as 1 can see, there is no convincing or even no

rationale given for dropping the areas. They do nhot seem to
have any significant mineral conflicts. They seem to have
reasonable wildlife and other natural values and other

wilderness supplement values, and there is no good reason why
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they should be dropped out.

I'm not familiar with the areas personally,
but I would like to be someday, and 1 would rather that they
not be roaded (phonetic) or otherwise developed by the time I
get there.

The three together only represent slightly
under nine percent of the public lands, the BLM lands, in the
resource area. 1 don't think this is too much to ask that we
have those areas in wilderness.

1'd like to support also the recommendation
in the document that there be two special areas protected,
the Escalante Canyon and the Fairview Resource Natural grea,
although I think some tighter stipulations be placed on those,
particularly for oil and gas exploration.

And I will be submitting comments for the club
as far as water quality values and riparian values in the
plan.

Thank you.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Kirk.

Todd Robertson.

MR. ROBERTSON: Okay. My name is Todd
Robertson, I live at 6538 Fast Milan Place in Denver,
Colorado, here tonight representing myself,

I'd like to start off by saying that I

recommend wilderness designation for all three of the WSAs in
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There is coal potential in the northern part, but the coal
1industry shows little interest in developing the area because
of poor access. And, finally, this area also has threatened
basin hookless cactus and endangered spineless hedgehog
cactus.

In addition, the plan ‘states that WSA in the
resource area would provide a season of use, mainly the early
spring and late fall, in the winter time for recreation and,
so far in Colorado, there is limited use during this time of
year in the already designated wilderness areas.

. A couple more comments on the proposed Storm
King Ski Area. I feel the ski area would destroy the
critical elk calving ground and also the Escalante Canyon
proposed ACEC should be designated on the area to prohibit
livestock grazing more than is said by the BLM, since the
area is protected for the critical plant species. And I feel
that increased or sustained cattle grazing on the area would
destroy the resource.

That's it.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Todd.

Earl Jones.

MR. JONES: My name is Earl Jones, I live at
3035 O'Neal Parkway, Unit S, as 1n Sam, 21, Boulder, 80301.

To start out, with regard to the RMP, I have

to say that this is the most difficult RMP to read that I've
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the resource area, I believe that as there's increased i
demands by the human populations in the State of Colorado,
the few remaining primitive habitats and ecosystems that are
found should be protected. 1I've been to numerous BLM areas
on the Colorado Western Slope. 1'm shocked by the amount of
ORV use and its accompanying habitat destruction and visual
degradation.

I would like to thank the BLM for its
recommended wilderness designation for the Gunnison Gorge
area and I also feel the two other WSAs should be recommended
as wilderness areas.

Looking over the documents I found no reasons
for the two areas stated as being non-suitable for
wilderness areas. A few of the things in the Camel Back WSA
that 1 thought should make it recommended for wilderness is
to protect endangered plant species in the area. It would be
an excellent habitat to introduce desert big horn sheep, it's
critical for deer and elk in their winter range, and also
habitat for cyotes, raccoons, and mountain lions. Also, if
there 1s no wilderness designation on this area, it's likely
that ORV use will gradually destroy wild values of the area.

The Adobe Badlands WSA. A few things that I
found why it should also carry a wilderness designation is
that BLM stated in the technical supplement poor mineral

development, as seen by four oil and gas wells that were dry.
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seen yet and, as a result, T don't really feel I can comment i
or it at this point. I hope to submit written comments later
on.

With regard to the wilderness technical
supplements on the other hand, 1 do have some comments., To
start out, generally on the subject of wilderness, my
experience of the process of wilderness preservation in this
country has tended to remind me of the line, “"What's mine is
mine, and what's yours is negotiable,™ in the sense that it
seems that land that's been set aside for mineral extraction,
for logging, for livestock grazing, that seems to be
untouchable. But when we start talking ;bcut roadless lands
that qualify for wilderness, everybody wants a little chunk
of what's left. And so we look at these roadless areas. We
take out a little chunk for minerals, and a chunk for
logging, and a chunk for livestock,_and most of the time what
ends up we decide or you decide isn't worth designating
wilderness anyway because there's not enough left of it. And
I don't agree with that. I feel that at some point, if we're
going to be sericus about protecting wilderness, we just have
to say this is it. No more. We're going to save everything
we've got left. Maybe we'll go back and look at the lands
that have already been taken up, and maybe we can save some
of that and protect it, too. And I think that point has
arrived in this country. And specifically with regard to
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| .
the Wilderness Technical Supplement here, I've looked this i mispronounced your name.
|

MS. MOLLIVER: My name is Karen Molliver, M-

over and you've had your three wilderness study areas. There i

o-1-1-i-v-e-r. I live on Flagstaff Star Route in Boulder.

< I: appears to be no reason not to designate all three of them as — |
e wilderness. Okay? s I'd like first to express my approval of your
5 . You're recommending Gunnison Gorge. I thank 5 decision to recommend Gunnison .Gorqe, but I'd also like to
"6 | you for that. But with regard to the other two, looking at 6 ! a.sk why not Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as well. According
7 your own impact analysis in Camel Back, 1f we designate that 7 to the management plan, there are no serious conflicts.
8 as wilderness, you say it has no anticipated impact on mineral Attempts at oil and gas and coal mining weren't very
9§  resources. It would have the same impact on livestock productive. Obviously there is not very much timber.
136 G grazing as your proposed action. And with regard to 18 | rhere's some grazing, but that doesn't seem to be in conflict
n | recreation, there would only be, in essence, a shift from I with wilderness either.
12 E motorized to non-motorized recreation. And 1in there I see 12 Both areas have excellent wilderness
L3 ' no reason not to designate that as wilderness. . 13 qualities, as you stated in the management plan. They're
—"4 With regard to Adobe Badlands, yeah, Igg 14 primarily affected by the forces of nature. There are very
5 designation of wilderness. Your own word, it would have a 15 . few human imprints and outstanding opportunities for solitude.
16 negligible impact on coal production. Otherwise, no impact . 16 - In addition, in each of these areas there's an
68 17 on minerals., Same impact on the salinity and on livestock endangered species of cactus which would really benefit from
8 grazing as your proposed action, and the recreation would 18 | wilderness designation.
19 actually be significantly increased over the proposed action. 9 You stated in the management plan that
_20 | Again, I see no reason not to designate that as wilderness. Y ' whether these areas were designated wilderness or not would
21 And so I hope you will reconsider and 2l ! have no affect on the status of these species., I have a hard
22 recommend all three of these areas for wilderness. 2z !i time 1magining that ORVs and increased grazing wouldn't have
23 Thank you. |23 il an affect on these endangered species.
28 MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Earl. [-2'1 ! I'd like to also comment on two other areas
25 Karen Molliver? I apologize 1f 1 28 25 ‘ of critical environmental concern, the Escalante Canyon. You
\ i
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: don't have any strong restrictions on this area. 1'd like to i i : MR. VECCHIA: Yes. i
2 ' also recommend that you don't permit livestock, that you do a ' ? ' MS, MOLLIVER: Thank you.
3 ' mineral withdrawal, and I guess you also want to improve i MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.
28 ¢ camping and bathing facilities. I don't really think that i Rocky Smith.
5 . that's appropriate in an area of critical environmental MR. SMITH: My name is Rocky Smith. I live
& [ concern. And I'd like to recommend the same restrictions for at 1030 Pearl, Number 9, in Denver, and I'd like to talk
_7 the Fairview Research National Natural Area. first about wilderness. The need for wilderness I think has
3 II These three areas together make up 8.6 been pretty well established. We need to have some land that
94 percent of the entire area of the Uncompahgre Basin that is off limits to development that we can say with confidence
10 ¢ you're looking at, and that's a really small amount of land 10 ° yill not be developed and provide a refuge for all the
| to ask for, I think, for wilderness. The Forest Service -- i |i development around it. Wilderness provides outstanding
12 15 percent of the Forest Service area is wilderness, so 12 opportunities for primitive recreation and solitude.
'3 what we're asking for 1s half. 13 Our existing wilderness system is okay as far
14 i I hope you take these recommendations into 14 as it goes. We have quite a few acres in the wilderness
15 I consideration. Thank you. 15 : system and some yet to be determined, but m(?st, not all, but
16 I MR. VECCHIA: John, I have a question to 16 Ef most of our existing wilderness is what I call rock and ice.
17 | clarify something. On the Escalante area and the other one, 7 High altitude, high peaks, and that's very beautiful, but a
: :
18 ! you said you wanted a mineral withdrawal. Is that total 18 : lot of it is inaccessible in the winter basically unless you
9 EI minerals or cil and gas or everything? You're talking about 19 want to hike or ski a long, long way. Hike on snow shoes or
20 |: everything? Withdraw from total minerals? 20 - gki. S$o there's definitely a need for the low elevation
e || MS. MOLLIVER: Yeah. I think they're really 21 | wilderness. As an earlier speak said, these low elevation
221 small areas. 22 -: areas often have different ecosystems, different geology,
22 ."I MR. VECCHIA: You mean all minerals? That's 23 |! they're available for year round use. They often don't
2 || all I needed to know. " require a long, long hike because the areas are small, so
H il
5 MS. MOLLIVER: Right. 25 | they're available to a lot of people. And 1 think the BLM has
i’ |
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a responsibility to provide a certain amount of thas

wilderness for the people of Colorado and the people of the

nation to use and enjoy and provide refuges from development.
In this light, the recommendations are not

1 do like the recommendation for

entirely to 'my liking.

Gunnison Gorge to be wilderness. This area is, I understand,

quite outstanding for river based recreation and also land
based recreation. I'm glad to see you recommended it.

I don't really understand, however, why the
BLM did not recommend the other two areas for wilderness
Camel

designation. There appear to be very few conflicts.

Back, especially, has low mineral potential. There are no
existing leases or claims according to the Wilderness
Technical Supplement. There are three species of threatened,

endangered, or candidate for one of those listings, species

of plants. And under the preferred alternative, this area
would be managed, I believe partially for riparian
management, which protects riparian ecosystems. And also
there would be limits placed on off-road vehicle use.. It
seems to me that wilderness would accomplish the same goals
and probably do them just as well, if not better.

Also, .I believe Camel Back is contiguous to
some Forest Service areas on the Uncompahgre Plateau that
were at one time recommended for wilderness, and maybe

someday putting two wilderness systems. So I believe Camel
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already. For another thing, it may not snow very much there

in quite a few years. Going to have trouble getting a ski
area there unless someone's got an awfui lot of water to make
snow with., Also, the area is an elk calving ground. So I
recommend that the BLM change this in the final RMP.
I also ask that you ban grazing in the

Escalante Canyon area of_critical environmental concern, and
the research natural area, Fairview, both seqtions of it.
And also withdraw minerals. I'd like to point out that

almost the entire resource area is open to oil and gas

leasing, and locatable mineral location, and to have an ACEC or
an RNA and allow mineral location or oil and gaslleasing

seems to me to be a contradiction in terms. If you have an
- area that for some reason has a critical environment, why do
you allow destructive activities such as grazing, oil and gas

leasing, and mineral location? Ana the same with the
research natural area. If the goal there is to set aside an
area that is primarily natural and research its scientific
and educational attributes, if you allow destructive
activities; it seems to me ycufre going to be defeating your
purpose. And, theref;re, I recommend that you make these
changes in the final Qnd I will be anxiously awaiting to see
what you do.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

MR. SINGLAUB: Allison Graves?
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Back should be recommended for wilderness designation.

Adobe Badlands, 10,425 acres. This area does

not have a great deal of conflicts either. The coal in the
northern portion of the technical supplement admits that
industry does not appear to be interested because there's no
transportation system in place and there are no other mines in
the area. There appears to be, at least theoretically, a
moderate value for oil and gas. But there have already been
dry holes and, therefore, industry does not appear to be too

interested. So further activity is unlikely. The same with

the mining claims. Additional activity is not expected
there.

Under the preferred alternative for Adobe
Badlands, there would be salinity control measures
undertaken, grazing would be reduced, and ORV use would be
closed on 8,358 acres. And, also, somewhere in the RMP
there's a mention of possibly establishing a herd of big horn
sheep. 1 don't see why wilderness would not do the same
thing and do it better. All of the things that would be
undertaken under the preferred alternative could be
accomplished probably better by wilderness designation.

A few other parts of the plan are of concern
to me. The approval of a ski area at the Storm King Mountain
site appears to me to be unwarranted. First of all, we don't

need another ski area in Colorado. We've got too many
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MS. GRAVES: My name is Allison Graves, G-r-
a-v-e-s, and I'm co-director of the Wilderness Study Group
from the University of Colorado. My address is 585 Pica,

Boulder, Colorado, 80302.

1'd like to recommend that Camel Back,
Gunnison Gorge, and the Adobe Badlands be recommended as
wilderness. 1 recommend these due to their outstanding
wilderness characteristics and the few conflicts of interest
within the areas. 1 don'é really understand why they weren't
recommended due to the lack of conflicts in the areas and the
admission that they do have good wilderness characteristics.

Also, I'd like to point out the presence of
the spineless hedgehog and the hookless cacti in these areas.
1 know you put that in the technical supplement.

On the areas of critical environmental
concern I would like to recommend new surface occupancy,
no stock grazing, and a mineral withdrawal, total mineral
withdrawal. Also, the new camping facilities and bathing
improvements I think are not compatible with the area of
critical environmental concern.

I'd like to point out that the wilderness
recommendations of all three areas is very small. Like was
pointed out before, it's only 8.6 percent of the area and I
wish 1t could be more.

But if I can get that much, I'd like

to take it.
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1 feel that wilderness areas in Colorado
would help the Montrose area out. I feel that the Storm
Mountain Ski Area development would also be incompatible with

the'elk calving grounds. And that's all I have to say.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Steve Pettit.
MR. PETTIT: My name is Steve Pettit and
that's spelled P-e-t-t~i-t. I live at -- well, I live a few
places in Boulder, but you can reach me at Post Office Box
17126 Boulder, Colorado, 80308.

I'm mostly going to speak with regard to
wilderness. There were three areas that have been studied and
only one recommended, being the Gunnison Gorge, and I applaud
you all on that. Two other areas being Camel Back and the
Adobe Badlands, I've been to both and both offer quite unique
characteristics for solitude and wilderness recreation.

The Camel Back area itself, I.don't see why
that wasn't included for recommendation, Théfe are no
mineral or timber conflicts with regard to the area. Also,
you all are going to cut back on the grazing itself in the
riparian area to try to avoid further damage to that. I -
think you all need to -reconsider your -- I don't'know if
lapse is the right word -- but your failure to include hoth
Adobe and Roubideau because I think a lot of people, if they

go there, they could find a lot of personal benefit from both

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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MR. ROBSON: Thank you.
MR. SINGLAUB: Roz ‘McClellan?
MS. MCCLELLAN: My name is Roz. McClellan, R-

o-z M-c-C-l-e-1l-l-a-n. I live at 483 Marine, Boulder, 80302.

I wanted to thank the BLM for. coming over
from the West Slope to hold this hearing for us so we dién't
have to come over and see you in Delta.

I've been following tlie BLM wilderness
recommendation packets for about six years, and I think I've
really never seen such lame reasons for excluding wilderness
areas as I did in this particular Hilderneﬁs Technical '
Supplement., In cases like Bull Gulch, or Skull Creek, or’
Willow Creek, or other areas that have been excluded, at least
in the preliminary recommendations, at least there's some
pretext or some reason given for why they've been excluded.
They're called mediocre, or maybe they have manageability
conflicts due to boundaries that don't follow topographical
lines, or sometimes there's a FLPMA release, or something like
that. .- But read the technical supplement over and over again
and I really couldn't find any specific reasons why these
areas

had been excluded. There were glowing descriptions of

them, lyric, poetic descriptions of Came Back, and the
opportunities for solitude, and for reintroduction.of big horn

sheep, and then I couldn't see the rationale for why the area
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those areas, And 1 hate talking in front of people because

it just scares me. Thank you.

MR. 'SINGLAUB: Thank you, Steve.

Bruce Robson.

MR. ROBSON: My name js Bruce Robson. 1 can
be reached at P.O. Box 17126, in Boulder, 80308. And I guess
first I'd also like to tiank you for the designation of the
Gunnison Gorge, and I would also like to express my
opposition to your not designating the other two areas,

Camel Back and Adobe Badlands.

I have been to the Adobe Badlands and,as you
found in your report, I also found notniﬁg wrong with it., No
conflicts as far as wilderness desiénat1on. So I gquess I
found it somewhat surprising that it wasn't recommended with
and with the cutback in

no timber, no minerals conflicts,

grazing proposed. So I would like to recommend that you
would designate those areas for wilderness preservation,

1'd also like to express that in the areas of
critical environmental concern, I1'd like to recommend no

occupancy, mining withdrawal, and no grazing. And that the
Storm Mountain Ski Area be proposed or that that be opposed
in difference to the elk grazing land.

I also have problems talking in front of

people. Thank you.
MR. SINGLAUB: You're among friends. Don't
FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
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had been excluded.

It looked as if they are, in fact, going to
be managed basically as wilderness, both Adobe Badlands and
Camel Back. It seemed as if maybe one -- I guess I was going
to gay that even if Came Back were recommended, it would
1ncrease the recreational visitor days. According to the
economic tables, that would be beneficial for the resource
area., I think Camel Back.would give 50 rather:'300
recreational visitors days per year.

So I was feeling really perplexed. It looked
like maybe you wanted to keep them open so you could do
increase wildlife forage.

vegetative management to But I

think opening them up to ORV is just going to outweigh any
advan;ages of being able to improve the vegatation.

So then it occurred te wme that waybe it would
allow more ORV use if you kept Camel Back open, but the
figures were pretty negligible. So the only thing I could
think of, which I'm sure isn't the case, but it looks as if
some kind of quota system is being imposed from somewhere. I
had the same impression in areas like San Juan, San Miquel,
and wWhite Snake, and Glenwood Springs, and Canyon City.
Areas where large percentages -- up to 50 percent or more of
the wilderness study acreage was excluded for no very
conclusive,

persuasive reason. And I don't know where, if at

all, the quotas are coming from, but I'd like to say tonight
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that I think that Mr. Morck, and Mr. Burford, and Mr. Hodel
should know that you are nowhere ne€ar meeting any kinénof‘
wilderness quota in.my opinion. And even if you were to
designate or recommend all three wilderness areas for:suitable
for wilderness in the Uncompahgre Resource Area, that would
still only givé 8.9 percent of the entire resource area.

If you were to designate the entire 750,000
acres of potential BLM wilderness in all of Colorado, that
is again only nine percent of BLM holdings managed lands in
Colorado. And that 750,000-acres is only a little over half
of the original, initial inventory of 1.3 mill;on. And
you're only recommending half of that or less.

What it looks like is that inateaq of
dividing.dp the pie, you're dividing up a piece of the pie.

And I feel that in terms of the need for wilderness for

. spillover ‘of civilized humans and for refuges for wildlife

who have only a few islands of protected habitat left, &he
quota is very much too low as 1t is.

1f we go on to the State of Colorado, even if
the entire remaining four percent of potential wilderness is
désignated, again, that would only give four percgnt added to
the existing designated four percent. That'é'only'eight
percent of Colofado. That's 92 percent of Colorado that is
now developed and will never ag;in be wilderness.

Nation-wide, the figures are even more skimby

:
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supplement reads now, I don’'t think your reasons for
excluding those areas are defensible. I don't think they‘;l
stand up with Congress or with some of the rest of us
environmentalists when push comes to shove.

As for the RMP, I didn't readlit.éover to
cover for eight hours as I should havé, but I d6 have a vagﬁe
impression.that it wasn't as clear as some of the others I1've
read. It took me about three-quarters of an hour to find
figurés on a number of ORV acres that would be_preéluded by
designation of all three areas. And then when I found that
figure and I compared it to the comparison chart, the
figures seemed to be inconsistent. I didn't see clear charts
as to how much oil and gas pstential would be foreclosed by
wilderqéss designation, I'd like to see more charts and more
clear-cut figures showing what we're really losing by the
designation of all three areas. .

MR. SINGLAUB: Five minutes, if you can wrap
it up. )

MS. MCCLELLAN: I think that's about all I

had to say. I guess basically 1 agree with a lot of people in

this room. I think you can designate,a lot more and still

"not be anywhere near your quota.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

Norm Mulleh.
MR. MULLEN:

My name is Norm Mullen. That's
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and in my opinion insufficient. Two percent of the lower 48
I believe is wilderness.

I was going to bring tonight a map that shows
that Colorado is one of only six or seven states with any
existing or potential wilderness left in this country, and I
feel that BLM has a responsibility beyond the boundaries of
Colorado to consider that you have under your jurisdiction
one of the few remaining potential wilderness resources left
in this country. And for the sake of the rest of the
country whién doesn't have this resource, you need to widen
your horizons. Not just think about how much the Uncompahgre
Resource Area should have.in terms.of its needs, but what
does Colorado need, what does the whole country need.

Over the last century a lot of people have
had a chance to claim these areas. The homesteaders, and the
loggers, and the miners, and the ranchers, and the OVRers,
and the-oil and gas leases. ' Everybody's had a chance to
claim those three little. tiny areas that you are now
consicering, and I would like to ask when we will decide that
no one really wants them anymore. They haven't been wanted
up until now., Trere's been plenty of reason to want them.
No one has claimed them. I think ncw'é the time when we can
decide that no one feally does want them, therefore,
wilderness could claim' them.

I guess basically the way the technical
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M-u-1-1-e-n, 1 reside at Y55 Grandview, in Boulder,

Colorado, 80302.

1 would just like to urge that BLM recommend
the thrée wilderness study areas fur-pxotéction. I'm
concerned especially about the Gunnison Gorge ﬁilderness
Study'Area. I've been the Gunnison Canyon but I have not yet
been.into the Gunnison Gorge. I would like to run the river.
And I thank BLM for its protectlon or its recommendation and
protection. I also urge protection of Adobe Badlands and
Camel Back. I also urge that BLM consider protection of the
adjacent Forest Service area on the plateau to Camel Back. I
urge that BLM consider better protection of the ACECs of

Pairview and Escalante, including no surface occupancy,

"leasing, mineral withdrawals, and limitations on grazing.

And I urge that the Storm King Area not be recommended as
suitable for a ski area development. I think there's enough
ski areas in that section of the state currently. And I just
want to tﬁank BLM for coming over here to hear us comment on
their plan and thank you for listening to my comment;. I'1l
be probably submitting written comments in more detail later.
Thank you.

MR. VECCHIA: I have a question for Norm.
You talked about protection of the Camel Back and Adobe. Are
you talking about your recommending that we nominate them

suitable for designation? Is that what you're saying?
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MR. MULLEN: Yes. 1'm sorry if 1.didn't make

that clear. I support wilderness protection for both those
areas as well as the Gunnison Gorge.

MR. SINGLAUB: - Thank you, Norm.
Kirk Koepsel. e
MR. KOEPSEL: I had prepared. testimony a
little longer than five minutes. Can I be deferred until the
end?

MR. SINGLAUB: I'll give you a minute from
John Stansfield. - Would you like to.be the last -speaker? We
can do it that way.. SR

MR. KOEPSEL: - Yes. Why don't we just do it
that way.

MR. SINGLAUB: Okay. Martin Walter.
Can we take about a two minute break?
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.).
MR. WALTER: My name 1s Marty Walter. I 1live
at 3333 Nevo:(phonetic) Road and it's not in any town, but it
can be reached through the Boulder Post Office, 80302,

I handed out this little sheet here, a map,
which shows the USA at night., And it clearly shows.that we

wilderness folks are wimps. We lost the war. :We've lost the

war. There 1sn't much left to be preserved. ! And I've been
to a lot of wilderness hearings in the past and it's the same

old story. When you talk about wilderness designation, we!
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Commissioners don't want to make it wilderness,:but.you can't
say that it's not suitable. ’

Some folks.maybe don't want to preserve the
wilderness because they want freedom to do whatever they want
with this last scrap. Well, I want freedom, too. And
thre‘s a quarter of a billion-Americans out there that some
day are going to want freedom to see something that hasn't
bgen trampled on or used. And the excuse that we have the
Dominguez Canyon as a comparable area, evén it was
identically isomorphic, excuse me, to the Camel Baék region,
so we have two of them. But the

okay, That's great.

Dominquez Canyon, as I understand it, located in the Entrada
sandstone in the Camel Back area is.in a higher geological:
strada. So that's not a good excuse. I see there are no ..
good excuses for not preserving this area.

Sc,

8.6 percent, If we got all three areas,

we're talking 8.6 percent. If only the Gunnison Gorge, wgfre
talking four percent.

One last string of comments here. About the
Storm King Area. The Forest Service right now is considering
permitting for another 100,000 ski areas per day:and this
area doesn't compare with any of those, That's 1in addition
to the roughly 100,000 ski areas per day that we already

have. And this area doesn't compare to any of those areas in

my estimation.
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wilderness wimps are arguing and pleading for 10,000 more
acres. in the Camel Back to be preserved, 10,000 acres in
Adobe Badlands to be preserved, to go along with the 20,000
acres in Gunni;on Gorge.

Those numbers might sound large until you
compare them with the 200,000 acres that are going to be open
to ORVs and the 190,000 additional more after that that will
be open with some gestrictions which weren't designated this
presumably.

evening. But .they are in the report,

So, we have a single use. I see these ORVs,
on 400,000 acres, tear;ng the place up. One-tenth of the
amount of that land is preserved for solitude, science,
archaeology and any of the unknown things that we might
discover we wished we saved wilderness for at some later
time.

We've

So I'm pleading for the scraps. Okay?

| . lost the war so we're pleading for the scraps. And to show

you how much I'm committed, I didn't eat -- haven't eaten for

the last eight hours. I can barely stand up here. I don't

have any energy left. But I'm still pleading.
Camel Back. I overheard some conversations

and so forth. You can't say 1t's nhot suitable. I mean, you
might not declare it wilderness, but you just can't say this
area is unsuitable for wilderness. You might say we don't

want to make it wilderness or the Montrose County
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I don't know.

So, I'm just at a loss to

figure out what else to do. I mean, maybe I should start

building tactical nuclear weapons in my basement and get a
fe; ORVs myself and mount them and go around and try to

defend what scraps are left of the wilderness. But somehow I
don:t think that :r“rategy is going to work. What we can do
and what we pray is that there‘}l be enough public input on
this, enough people that care to get these last remaining

we'll have

scraps preserved. Otherwise, we'll have Elway.

just Elway. It's sad. Where are not totally civilized
people like me going to go for the recreation? Thank you.
MR. SINGLAUB: Eleanor Von Bargen.
MR. VON BARGEN: My name .is Eleanor Von
_q;tgen. I live at 5555 East Yale, apartment 3, Denver,
Colorado, 80222.

I'm here tonight representing the Colorado
Native Plant Society as the president, and I want to thank
BLM éor this opportunity to comment on the Uncompahgre Basin
Resource Management Plan.

The Colorado Native Plant Society will submit
detailed written comments on the RMP, so I'll speak only
briefly tonight about the provisions relatirg to plants.

We recognize that the endangered, threatened
candidate, or sensitive plant specles occurring within the

planning area are known and we commend you for giving them
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some consideration. We urge you to proviQe adequate
protection for these species wherever they happen to occur.
The Colorado Native Plant Society does support the
designation of the Fairview RNA, the Escalante Canyon as an
ACEC, as it's outlined in the preferred alternative, and we
also would recommend Camel Back wilderness area and Adqbe
Badlands for wilderness designation, as well as Gunnison
Gorge.

We request that you protect Eriogonum
pelinophilum, Penstemon retrorsus-in the Fairv;ew Research
Natural Area, Sclerocactus glaucus in. the Gunnison Gorge
Wilderness Study Area, Echinocereus triglochidiatus
varinermis and Astragalus linifolius in the Camel Back
Wwilderness Study. Area, Sclerocactus glaucus in the Qdobe
Badlands, and for the listed plant species and the upiqge
plant associations found in the Escalante Canyon.

These are valuable resources. once these
plants are gone, yod can never replace them. Just pause and
think for a moment what the role of plants is, and whe}e
would you be without them.

We ‘also comment you for youi'recdénition of
the value cof the riparian ecosystem, and we urge you to
adequately provide for its protection within your planning

area.

I want to thank you again for allowing us to
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ground instead of a ski area. From what I understhnd, it
doesn't even snow there a lot every yeé;.

I1'd like you to consider large game - large
animals 1 should say, instead of game, -in most of your
bonsideiations of wilderness areas and breeding areas.,

Thank you. . !
MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Dave Alluied.
MR. ALLURED: My name 1s Dave Allured, I
live at 4231 Eaton Court, in Boulder.

1 thank the BILM for this opportunity comment
on their Resource Management Plan for the Uncompahgre Basin.

I'd like to read through my specific recommendations first,

" and then say a couple general things.

I ask the BLM to manage the north end Bf
Cimarran Ridge as a first priority, natural wildlife habitat.
Most importantly, elk.calving grounds. And second priority
for primitive non-motorized recreation as appropriate, and
specifically not for ski area development. I think that the
area has important environmental characteristics.in that
éheze are several factors why these ski area or ski ar;a
development -in that area would be a bad idea, specificaliy,
climate, economics, et cetera.

I recommend that you manage Escalante Canyon

as an area of critical environmental concern., That's an
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come and present cbmments, and our written concerns will be
forthcoming..,

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.

-Scott Hatfield.
. MR. HATFIELD: My name is Scott Hatfield. 1
;ive_i; 1155 Ma;ine, number 208, in Boulder, 80302, and 1'd
like to thank yoh for recommending the Gunnison Canyon for
wilderness designation. And I think that the Adobe Badlands
aﬁd Camel Back area should also be designated as wilderness
afeas.. .

. I can see no reason in your technical report
why they éhouldn'£ be, and as long as yo; don't gee any
reason why they shculdn't be, I'm.really surprised that you
didn't recommend them to be designated as wilderness. areas.

What's really of concern to me is what's
goipg qn_uich Storm King Mountain and the glk calving gr;unds
the}e. Pgople come to Colorado and they think that, you
know, there's wild areas and, you know, they have visions
kind of like Yellowstone Park & lot, and they'd love to see
animals, And if you kill off their breeding ground, then we
jpst will have a drastically less amount of this species.
That is, the elk. And I guess it's not really proper to
suggest that that be put up for consideration as being
designated as a wilderness area, but I would like you to see

1f you can't manace Storm King Mountain as an elk calving
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ACEC. That specifically it be managed for its wildlife
values, undevelcped to recreation, and that you do not allow
any mineral entry or occupancy in the area, and that you alsoc
in both cases, to protect
environmental values which I believe are very important.

On Fairview Natural Area, basically I have
the same recommendations. Manage it intensively as a natural
area, protect the wildlife and plant communities there, and
prohibit mineral entry or surface occupancy, and prohibit
livestock grazing.

I recommend that you designate Adobe Badlands
and Camel Back as wilderness. I feel that their
environmental values énd their values for primitive and
solitary type recreation far outweigh any possible
alternative uses for these areas. .

In general, first of all, I have noticed that
of the 17 people, 1 believe it is, who have spoken so fgr,
eight of them before me have pointed out in one way or
anoéher that either they don't understand your rationale for
having excluded Adobe Badlands and Camel Back from
recoqmendatiqn for wilderness or, in generally, they don't
undérstand your rationale for the general choices of
management alternatives that you have made in your Resource
Ma“nagement Plan.

I have seen other BLM Resource Management

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
DENVER. COLORADO



53

Plans and they include specific writteﬁ'descriptions of
rationales. Those rationales are indeed missing from the
written portion of this plan, and I am sorry to say that I
view this as a fatal flaw in a plan that the public is
supposed to be commenting on at this time. Aqd I can refer
you to specific RMPs in ~ther BLM units Ehat contain this
element, and at least that provides the public and people
such as myself an opportunity to see whether we agree with
the judgments that you made, the values that you -- I should
say your management team -- has made in selecting one
alternative over another. And for those people who haven't -
- some of these speakers that I've referred to didn't
specifically notice -- okay. Some of them didn't
specifically say the rationale was missing. They said they
didn't.understand it. A couple of people actually pointed
out the rationale was missing. I think this flaw is so
fundamental that I would recommend that you publish your
rationale in as much detail as you see appropriate and
provide for a second set of public hearings in the public
areas that you've already identified for these hearings so
that we may have a better opportunity to comment on
rationales that, frankly, we don't see to understand right
now. And that the opinions given forth, the testimony given
forth in these hearings, be taken into account in your final
Resource Management Plan. ’

FEDERAL REPORTING SERVICE INC.
DENVER COLORADO

55

area be selected, if the area by itself qualifies for
wilderness designation. And, secondly, the proximity of the
Dominquez recommended wilderness area, 70,000 acres nearby, I
feel comes right back to what I'm calling this )
misinterpretation of the Wilderness Act.

The connotation there 1s that Camel Back is
not unique or outstanding in the face of the nearby Dominquez
recommended wilderness. I think that's extremely poor
judgment simply because Camel Back is in its own self, it{g
in its own macrocosm, it's a unique area. The canyons there
are different, the vegetation. The climate, et ceterai may
be similar, but it's not identical., In the meantime, it is
an existing primitive area that many people now treasure and
many, many, many poor people in this country will
treasure as time goes on as the opportunities for solitude
and wilderness recreation and protection of wildlife in
truly natural conditions gets less and less and less because
of development in this country.

Take a look at the beautiful pictures on this
wall in this room here, These show western desert scenes.
Scenes of hilly areas similar to the Uncompahqre Basin
Natural Environment. These pictures were bought by this
Ramada Inn facility because these are the kinds of areas that
many people in the United States like to enjoy for any of -

many values because they treasure the land in its pristine
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. one member of your team at the question and answer session

_two rationales given were one, that simply, the WSA was no

S4

Furthermore, 1 believe that, in general, the
BLM and in particular some of the décisions about wilderness
in this Resource Management Plan have misinterpreted the
intent of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Specifically, the
Wilderness Act specifies that certain areas should be
selected because they provide outstanding opportunities for
primitive recreation and solitude and other outstanding
values, and that I'm afraid there's a gross misinterpretation

of what outstanding means. I got an informal comment from

earlier this evening. That the rationale against wilderness

recommendation of -- I believe it was Camel Back WSA -- the

loﬁger adjacent to the Roubideau WSA in the national forest
and, number two, the Dominquez WSA nearby had been
recommgnded by the BLM for wilderness and that it was 70,000
acres and, therefore, there wasn't a need for recommending
Camel Back.

First of all, I'm not necessarily going to
construe if that that's the official rationale of BLM for
making that particular decision about Camel Back. However, I
will comment to those two points in the rationale.

1 see no reason whatscever that whether
there's an adjacent WSA recommended wilderness area or not --

I see no reason for that having any bearing on whether an
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and undeveloped state. You notice in those pictures there

are absolutely no signs whatsoever of development in any
form, and they're just another indication of how important
this is.

In conclusion, I would urge the BLM to
fundamentally reassess the way it now interprets the
Wilderness Act and also I want to fully support your
designation of the Gunnison Canyon for wilderness, and I
thank you very much for th;t recommendation. Good night.
Thank you.

MR. VECCHIA: I got a couple questions for
just clarification.

MR. ALLURED: Fine.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. When you started
talking, you mentioned something about the north end of
Cimarran Ridge or elk calving. Are you talking about the
Storm King Peak area? 1Is that what you're talking about?

MR. ALLURED: 1I'm not sure. Specifically
what I'm talking -- I didn’'t have very much time to read the
RMP tonight. But I can specify them it in a different way.
There's an area in the plan that specified for ski area
development.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. That's the Storm King,
Ski Area. )

MR. ALLURED: And that's the area that I
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recommend.

MR. VECCHIA: 0k5y. Another question'just
for clarification purpcses.

MR. ALLURED: Yes.
MR, VECCHIA: You said something about the
Escalante Canyon should be managed for the plangs. Are you
talking about the whole canyon or just the area tﬁat we
outlined as an ACEC?

MR. ALLURED: I'm talking about the ACEC
area. l h

MR. VECCHIA:

Okay. Thank you.

MR. ALLURED: You said something there’ that |

implied miscommunication or misunderstanding of something

"that said. You feferred to the recaﬁmending that that ACEC

be‘managed for natural ﬁlané conditions. That wasn't exactly
what my recommendation was. .
MR. VBCCHiA; I understand that. 1 just want
to make sure I understand the area that you're talking about.
MR. ALLURED: 1I'm talking about the ACEC.

MR. SINGLAUB: Don Thompson.

. MR. THOMPSON: My name is Donald Thompson. I
live at 1201 Adams in Denver. I want to thank the BLM for

having the hearing and thank you for your wilderness

recommendation for Gunnison Gorge, and to add what probably

other speakers have said tonight about the feeling that Camel
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Back and Adobe Badlands wilderness, that's something that-

could be corrected. If the BLM decides now that some of -
these
going back to wilderﬂess qualities is substaniially less.

So basically what I'm saying is if we are
going to make a mistake, let's make a mistake that can be
corrected by future generations. Let's not take that
decision away from them. Let's error on the side of too much
wilderness. I can't conceive of how that would be possible
with the small percentages that we're talking abgut. But I
think that's a much safer decisio"n for the BLM to make.

The proposed ski area’ -- all the things that

I have read -- maybe the BLM has information I'm not privy
to, but everything that I've seen in the Denver hewspabers
indicate that skiing and the demands for skiing, if an&thing,
are static, and that the populations -- and of course this is
what determines a lot of these things. THe populations Qpich
are potential skiing populations, age, characteristics, and
so forth is getting smaller. Some of tﬁe Foregt Service
areas are proposing additional ski areas.” Many of the
existing ski areas are proposing expansion. Even if there
were no conceivable other use for Storm King Peak, I think a
potential skl area would be idiotic, since it does have
substantial uses, the elk calving.area. The logic of not

having 1t treated as such in the management plan really
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.Back and Adobe Badlands need to be added also as wilderness

recommendations.

The other proposed use for these areas, in my
way o{_thinking, would be more costly for the taxpayer in
that a typical multiple use that the BLM would put these
areas to would include substantial subsidies to ranching
communities. I think that Colorado and the nation would be
much better served by having these areas remain in their
primitive, undeveloped, and wilderness use. The need for
wilderness areas in Colorado is 1 thirk substantial, and out
of 755,000 acres or whatever that is being covered by this
management plan, the suggestion that forty something thousand
be retained as wilderness to me seems only logical. Too
the multiple use, which is suggested,
turns out to be multiple abuse, and I think our country is
not 50 poor but that we can put aside more area than is being
p;opcsed for future generations.

One' of the things that always disturbs me in

a management plan, especially on these two areas, Camel Back

and Adobe Badlands, where 1 don't think that any other
sgecific uses are being proposed, is the BLM and its
employees are fallible and can make a mistake. I would much
rather see that mistake made in making these areas
wilderness.

If that was or does turn out to be, and that

later generations decide that it was a mistake to make Camel
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I could maybe see if we were saying that this is
some minéral value or this has some other values, timber
value. But to say that this is a potential ski area to me is
ludicrous.

Anyway, I appreciate the opportunity to
speak. I hope that the BLM will lock at the paltry amount of
wilderness being proposed out of this 755,000 acres, and I

hope the final -EIS will come to a better conclusion. Thank

: you;

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Has anyone else signed in to speak, Bob?
Is there anyone who'd like to speak who has
signed not in except for Kirk?
MR. ALLURED: There were two over here.

MR. VECCHIA: Okay. Could you come and take

You may end up with five after all,
Kirk.

State your name and I'll ask you to sign this
afterwards,

MS. MILLS: My name is Polly Mills, P-o-l-1l-y

ﬁills. Address is 387 Ferrand Hall, Boulder, Colorado,
80310.

I'm currently living in Bouider, but I'm a
I decided to come to college. I took a

topographical map and discovered the Colorado Rockies and
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. X . that you're talking about.
' decided to come to Colorade. I pay 513,000 a year to enjoy
) . That's about all I have to say. I thank you
it. I've paid my $25 a day to go skiing in the Rockies. I

very much.

love it. But the most impressive part of the whole state .
. o MS. SPENCER: My name is Jenny Spencer. I
that 1've seen has been the western slope, the Grand o .
il > live at 1055 30th Street in Boulder. I'm speaking for the
¥ Junction/Gunnison River area. .
e il . . 51 Environmental Center at the University of Colorado in
i || The fragile environment, endangered cactus o
5 . ‘]| Boulder.
4 that's been talked about so often this evening, the limited o .
; . ) I would just like to say in lieu of the
2 . .
|| and valuable water -- it's unique and has impressed me beyond N
o ) “ ' comments made for environmental protection of these
7 belief, |
0w e l wilderness areas that I support them wholeheartedly and that
' | These areas appraise the cities of and around |
o 1k I thank you for designating the Gunnison Gorge area as
11 Yy g 9
H Montrose and Delta to the State of Colorado and the whole 68
12 & ) 12 wilderness. And I would also like the other two areas, Camel
< | united states. : 136 . .
. | . . . . 13 Back and Adobe Badlands to be designated as well.
L The WSAs in Colorado are like nothing in the \
18 il 4 MR. SINGLAUB: Is there anyone else? 1Is
} east. The people of Colorado. are extremely fortunate to have
15 . . 1s there anyone who gave a statement who they feel I cut short
, these unique areas and should wholeheartedly respect them. .
1% i .. 16 and would like to finish up?
I . I highly recommend and support the
17 B . . . 17 Kirk Koepsel.
* designation of the Gunnison Gorge, Camel Back, and Adobg 18
18 | X . X MR. ALLURED: I appeal to your best judgment
3 || Badlands in this area in the western slope as wilderness. I 1
19 i . X . 9 as moderator of this meeting to allow Kirk a good bit of time
1 hope you take it into consideration. Being from a different
26 ’ X : 20 , to say his piece, and I think that everybody here would be
¥ . part of the United States, forking out my money, that it's . .
21 | X . . X a very impressed.
I| more than just a local issue here. I think it's important to 22 . .
MR, SINGLAUB: Okay. We'll be out of here by
recognize the federal level. N
3 9:30. 1 hope you can make it by then.
You talked about having going to Congress, 2
. | MR. KOEPSEL: Okay. My name is Kirk Koepsel,
the Secretary of Interior, the President of the United 25 |
. b4

. . I reside at 11608 South Apache Trail, Conifer, Colorado,
States, He's mine as much as yours. And so are these lands ’
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80433. I am representing the Colorado Environmental i One of my concerns about the plan, the way
Coalition as their public lands coordinator. H 2 it's stated right now, is that the threshold corcept was
3 I first had some overall impressions about 31 3‘_: completely ignored. This is required under the Federal Cocal

the Resource Management Plan. I have found it tou be very Management Program, to look at threshold, socio-econcmic

° i vague, much more vague than most of the other BLM plans that thresholds, wildlife thresholds, and I find the plan in
6 | have come out. I think it's going to take a lot to get it 6 . violation of the Federal Coal Management Act.
- P
into shape by the time the final EIS comes out. And that 4 |' There was a four fold increase in the amount
3 5

there's going to be some problems with not allowing the of coal available for coal leasing. If current management

public to have the opportunity to comment on some of these were to continue in that area, there would be only 20,737

major changes that I feel are necessary to have it comply acres recommended for possible coal development.

1 with FLPMA and NEPA. Under the preferred alternative, that

12 One of the hardest things to deal with in increases to 83,3.‘i4 acres which is the same as the production

13 this plan is it over and over again stated _f_heré will be allternative. In fact, the conservation alternative, and 1

" substantial impacts, although these impacts are never 42 can't understand why this is called the conservation

15 - quantified in the plan, which is amazing to me. Most plans alternative, recommends 82,000. I don't see a whole lot of

16 really spent some time on quantification of the .impa.cts. variation among the alternatives except for the current

17 I'd like to start out fir'sé with'the. coal l management.

8 management program proposed in the plan. Somel of you may be The plant states that -- this is an exact'_
aware that the Colorade Environmental Coalition had qu.ite a quote out of the plan. "The possible leasing of up to 5,730
history working with coal in the resource area. In 1976, we million tons of coal would far exceed coal demands over the
filed an administrative appeal on the land use plan for the life of the plan.” Then why are we leasing it? I don't
North Fork Planning Unit in which we did win that appeal. 1In 46 think we need to lease for lease sake. I don't think we need
1981, when a coal update amendment was prepared, once aga‘in to lease to keep the BLM employees who work in coal busy. I

7 we fi'leé .an appeal and there was a 50 percent reduction in think that leasing needs to be based on demand. And 1 think

25 :i the land being recommended for coal. . 25 we found that over and over again with what's happened

; A
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" nationally when James Watt leased coal in the Colorado River # ! !i On page 4-63 it states that the mining of
Region at firesale prices, we saw the public outcry which ’ 72 ¢ : coal and the locatable minerals could result in the permanent
happened there. Thar; the government was not receiving the I 3 and irreversible loss of ground water through diversion and
funds that should have been avaifable or it should have N subsidence. I think this is completely unacceptable and
gotten for that sale. And I don't think we should be letting ES i illegal contrary tu the Federal Coal Leasing Program.

! this happen in the Uintah Southwest Region either. 6 “ Oon oil and gas development I found that the

7 l I found the plan to be in violation of- the 7 i‘ decision of Connors v, Burford was once again ignored.
8 | Secretarial Issue Document which was realized in 1986 to get g l Connors v. Burford says comprehensive analysis of cumulative
9 { the coal plan moving again. It says th'a: there will be an 9 l impacts of several o1l and gas activities must be done before

10 l assessment of coal development .potential. I did see an 10 ' a single activity can proceed. Well, there were seven

i

" \ assessment there, but I saw it completely iqnox.‘ed in the n paragraphs dedicated to the impacts of o0il and gas

12 | recommendations. . 47 12 development, and one dedicated to the cumulative impacts of
- .

13 \ Application of unsuitability criteria. I was 13 that development. I find that totally inadequate.

12 | ynable to find that in the plan. I may have missed it, but 14 Connors v. Burfurd talked of the role of the

15 it was obviously a small part of the plan. 15 k federal agency in the mismanagement of the oil and gas

16 Consideration of multiple use trade-offs were 16 leasing system and stated that they have initiated a pattern

17 ignored once again. And the Secretary also outlined criteria 7 of procrastination, not examination, of environmental

8 \ ‘for other issues that should.be covered, Wet lands and 18 concerns. And I think it's sought now in being included in

19 | riparian habitat, sole source aquifers, class 1 PSD areas, ug ‘ the Resource Ménagement Plan.

20 |l buffer zones to national parks. Once again, none of these 20 i In fact, 1i1t's amazing to see what actually is
_2] I! issues are mentioned in the RMP. 2l - be-ing leased in the plan. The no leasing, only 20,100 acres
- i

22 u I was shocked to see that the area above the 22 |’ was recommend for no leasing, which was the Gunnison Gorge

22 ‘ Adobe Badlands, which is actually part of the wilderness 23 ; Wilderness Study Area. And then the rest of it was all

24 l study area, was being recommended as an area for potential 24 Il geared to leasing and some of it with some small
LZS !| coal development. 25y stipulations. But really very little evaluation of coal

1
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_ | leasing was done in the plan. | 28 Escalante Creek to protect the resources there. I
2 i ’ 1 was also concerned about some of the tracts | On the Fairview R and A, once again we :

3 | slated for disposal. There were sites within the middle of a 3 !i support a livestock ban, a mineral withdrawal for the unit,

4 “ large BLM tract of land in the Adobes outside of Montrose, ; "and no surface occupancy for the oil and gas leasing.

LS Ii and I question the disposal of that piece of land. The D-14 prescription, which is the Needle
6 ;! Under the specific managemelnt prescriptions, 6 l‘ Rock Outstanding Natural Area, I think the BLM should look at
i .

7 |' I think under the D-6 prescription which is a Wilderness 19 7 acquisition of additional lands to improve interpretive

8 “ Prescription for Gunnison Gorge, that we need to look at 8 l opportunities of the unit and consider also a potential
Lg I! acquisition of private land in Red Canyon. b nature trail at the site.

0 ] Under the D-9 prescription, the plan is 10 On wilderness, we support all three units as
n i supposed to address the site specifics of coal development on n wilderness. The Gunnison Gorge is one of the premier
) 12 riparian and aquatic systems as required by the Secretarial 12 recreational places in Colorado. The ??givers??? from Black
_33 Issue Dccumé'nr,, and it hasn't, 13 Canyon by having an upper canyon covered by sedimentary rocks
e Under the D-10 we oppose the proposed ski 14 which the Black Canyon lacks. The Gunnison River is also an
=‘5 area on Storm King .Mountain. No timber har.vesting should 15 incredible white water adventure, and it's an area that just
16 take place either because of the importance of the area as an o ls | recently I have gone with Jerry Mallett and visited and found
_-_]7 elk calving ground. ) 17 l it to be incredibly impressive. Adobe Badlands has
18 D-12 prescription is the Escalante ACEC. We 18 i impressive scenic values. It includes some endangered
19 I support stronger restrictions or stronger restrictions need 68 | J, species including the Uintah Basin hookless cactus, and it
201 to be placed on livestock. In fact, we support an outright 20 Il would add, I think, some diversity to Delta's economy by
21 “ ban on livestock grazing in the small ACEC. He'. support a 2] l increasing the recreational attractiveness of Delta.

22 i' mineral withdrawal for hardrock minerals and no surface ’-2.2 i Oon Camel Back, it's another area I've spent
23 :. occupancy stipulation for oil and gas. Recreational uses 23 | some time visiting and found the canyon to be spectacular and
2 " should also be controlled, including a ban on hunting and & !I much different from Dominquez. Dominquez is the Entrada
5 i some control on the bathing that occurs.in the pools of 136 25 : sandstone and the slip rock canyon very typical of Utah. And

W
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Dominquez or the Camel Back Unit in Roubideau Canyon just
barely begins cutting into the Entrada and includes the upper
layers of the ???mores?? and I think it's capped with the
Dakota sandstone. So it's a much different unit than
Dominquez Canyon area.

It also h&s a very decent trail system for
people that want to use it for recreation which very few of
the BLM units have. It has impressive riparian areas and
Winter Mesa ié one of the prime locations for the spineless
hedgehog cactus. The BLM plan also looks at the possibility
of introducing desert big horn sheep into.the area.

1 was shocked with the figuie that 82 percent
of the resource area is going to be open to bRV use,
basically uncontrolled ORV use, and think that there needs to
be additional restrictions put on that. . -

I saw no delineation of utiiity corduroys’
across the BLM lands and those units, and I think that's
something that needs to be addressed in the final EIS.

On threatened and endangered species, I think
it should also be recommend in that area that an intensive
survey and identification of areas which contain threatened
and endangered species should be conducted. There's been no

such survey yet on the resource area and it's something

that's necessary.

And, finally, riparian vegetation, I found
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some very different figures on page 2-8. It says the

riparian acreage of the resource area eqguals 1,035 acres.
And then on page 4-50 intens:ively managed -- they plan on
intensively managing 6,320 acres of riparian zone to improve
the.vegafational characteristics, and then 4,000 acres will

be open to mineral exploraticn.- The numbers just don’'t jive.

There has to be very strict controls placed
on bath mineral and livestock uses-in the riparian zones of
the plan that we support. Very stringent controls on both of
those.

I thank you very much for the opportunity to
testify.

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Kirk.

I'd like to thank all of you for coming out
this evening and taking the time out of your schedules to.
give us these coﬁmenta. I hereby conclude the meeting.
(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter was

concluded.)
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of Federal, State or Local agencies who wish to testify at

17

who did not éet a chance to ask questions prior to the
hearing tkat the BLM staff will be available for informal
questioné and answers after the hearing.

Are there any elected representatives or officials

this hearing?

If not, we will oroceed through the list of
speakers. .

Deborah Gore. If you will please step up to the
podium and state &our name, address and who yéu represent.

DEBORAH GORE: Would it be possible to put iy
name at the end of the list?

. JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.
DEBORAH GORE: I prefer not to start it.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Okay, Richard Gore.
(LaUghter.)

We have got a lot of Gores on this list.
RICHARD GORE: 1I'd rather wait until later.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Kenneth Gray.

Could I ask you to come up to the podium and
state your name and address and who you represent, ple;se,
if anyone. .

KE&NETH GRAY: I'm Kénneth Gray,.I'm a pefmitee
oﬁ the BLM and Forest. I don't nave much to:say that hasnft

been said over and over, but when you cut the use of the

2
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An¢ finally my statement is that as a recreatioﬁal
user of the public'dohain, my'personal opinion is that ali
recreational users should be charged a day.fee or yearly
user feé. .

As a 'businessman I know if you give something
away it is not appreciated, but if you charge soﬁebody
something for it, by golly, they are more likely to take
care of it and appreciate what they've got.

Hunters, fisherman and peruser of scenery have had
a free ride all of these years, ana the other interest such
as timber and cattle grazing, not only do they pay income
taxes, which is what the first thing a recreation user will
tell you, I have a right to use this land because I pay
income taxes. Well, so does cvery'timber“manand s0 does
‘every rancher, and they have to pay additional fees for
what they harvest.

So I think that any recreational uéer should be
charged, that way they will appreciate and take care of it
more.

So in summary, I think that off-road vehicle use
should be curbed in all management systems, and. the recrea-
tional users should be charged.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank yOu.

GENE VECCHIA: One question, Tom. When you talked
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the time that you get that much eat up, they won't have

~mention in a moment, and in specific I am in favor of the
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riparian area to what_they call 35 percent, I understand,

you can't use the outlying areas hardly at all because by

gone back at all into the far reaches of the permit and
the dry ridges.

And that's about all I have to say.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.

Thomas Gore.

THOMAS GORE: ﬁy name is Melvin Thomas Gore, I'm
an avid hunter, fisherman and general rubberneck, I like
the scenery.

My statement is that in general I favor the

current management alternatives with an exception, which I'l

no wilderness alternative for  the Camel Back wilderness
study area.

The exception that I have is that off-road vehicleg
use should be curbed to designated roads only no matter what
plan is chosen. And my feeling of it is that off-road
vehicles increase destruction of vegetation and thereby
stimu;ate more soil erosion, and as a side point, salinity.
And finally because of stress and harassment of wildlife.

I think I have been to an area that was public
land that there was no restrictions on four wheelers and

three wheelers, an@ I was appalled at the damage.

20

about curbing ORV use, are you talking about the entire
élanning area, or just certain specific areas?

THOMAS GORE: Né, sir, the entire planning area.
.I am just appalledat the at the damage these darn things
can do.

GENE VECCHIA: Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Jo Gore.
JO GORE: You're getting rid of the Gores in a
hurry here tonight.

(Laughter.)

Jo Gore, 445 Highway 348 in Delta, I am a permitee

I am opposed to Camel Back used as a wilderness
area, recommendation as a Hiiderness area. The Camel Back
‘does not lend itself as a wilderness area. It certainly
would be hard to manage, and it is not -- does not meet
all the requirements of the wilderness.

Livestock grazing on these lands ¢ertainly-en-
hanced the areas, they harvest the grass. When they harvest
_the grass, they prevent buildup of vegetaticn that could

lead to dangerous fires. We have had a lot of fires in the
State this year, so it would certainly get rid of a lot of
that danger.

The riparian habitat, where théy have proposed
that on the Roubideau area, to begin with, I.always thought

that a riparian habitat had to been in an area where there
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121 1| was water. The Roubideau goes dry and is dry many months 1 JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
2] out of the year and would not lend itself. "Then when they 2 CoWoA Hamilton.
3| have a hard rain up above, the water comes down, ‘or the . 3 W.A. HAMILTON: I would like at this time to
4| floods come down and wash the dry sand and gravel and rock, e 4| forfeit my time because there are many more livestock men
5| S0 the Roubideau should not be into riparian’ habitat. If- 5 | here. If there is still some time at the end I may say
6| it was into a riparian habitat and properly managed, it ° ¢ | something.
7 | would increase the AUMs rather than decrease the AUMs as ? JOHN SINGLAUB: Mark Pearson.
g | proposed for the area. ' 8 'M'ARK PEARSON: My name is Mark Pearson, my
s Livestock have been a great assei: to building .and ¢ | address is P.O. Box 204, Grand Junction, Colorado, 81502.
To | reseeding of seeds and grassés. The cactus that they say . jo| T am speaking tonight as the Chairman of the Rocky Mountain
1| is in danger of being eliminated because of livestock 1 | Chapter of the Sierra Club, which includes 7,800 members
12| 9razing, the livestock is what spreads the cactus, they . 12| in Colorade, 'umgng them are approximately 175 members in
105 13| Btep on it and move it and it takes it along to another ’ 13 the Uncompahgre and Gunnison Basin or Gunnison River Basin
14| area and that cactus has increased in that ‘srea, there's w| area. Sierra Club members regularly use the public land
15| @ lot more of it than there was a few y.ea;'s'.ago. . ' 15 | ©f the Uncompahgre Basin rlesource area, primarily for
_‘s I would urge you to continue th.e multiple ulse: ) 16 recreational purposes. For example, we have sponsored
17 | management of these lands as they are in use now. o 47 | outings in recent years to all three of the wilderness
s I would also like to se:e the. recreationists a“'d : 18 study. are&s; the Gunnison Basin or Gunnison Gorge, Camel
g | the backpackers pay their fair share of use of the pu‘lblic ' 19 | Back and Adobe Badlands. .
20| lands. They have had the use of the public lands all of . 2 ~ The Sierra Club strongly endorses BLM's preferred
2 | this time, never paid one cent for manage'ment.l Li.vestock,, . 21 | alternative recommending all of the Gunnison Gorge for
65 22| miring, timbering do more than pay their way o-f t'hef use of’ .22 wilderness designation. .BI.M is well familiar with our
- these lands. And I would certainly like to see the. other 2 support of the wilderness designation of the Gunnison Gorge
54| people using the lands start daying their fair share. 24 | through our participation in the ongoing efforts to fashion
2 Thank you. . ' : : ’ 25 | the Gunnison Gorge Wild and Scenic River Bill and Wilderness
M-4 M-4
23 . 24
v | Bill. ) 1 increasing pressures are put on by more and more ORV users,
—Z We are extremely disacpointed, however, with BLM's 2| by fuelwood cutters, and other sorts of motorized activities
3! unsuitable wilderness reccommendation for Camel Back. "The 136 31 . camel Back also because of its seven or eight mile
4+ | Wilderness Technical Supplement makes clear that there 3:’-'9 . 4 ! stretch of Roubideau Creek offers an unparalleled Opportunity
s | no significant resource development conflicts with wilder- 5| on the Uncompahgre Plateau to Drotect a significant stretch
6 | ness desighation of Camecl Back. Trere's no timber or 6 | of what is probably the longest undeveloped drainage on the
7 | mineral resources of any value present. Instead BLM notes 7| entire plateau. The creek starts in the aspen and spruce .
g | that there is an impressive arr;\y of wild;arness dependent ' 8| way up on the divide of the olateau ané provides a roadless
g | values in the area, includin;; critical winter range for 9| contimmm all the way from the divide far down into the
10 big game herds, habitat for threatened species, inc;lu.ding \-‘0 dry desert of the Gunnison River country.
1 | rare plants and Golden Eagles, and habitat for threatened ";‘ We also, the Sierra Club also supports the Adobe
y2 | cactus as well. 12 | Badlanés for wilderness designation. As with Camel Back,
13 A1l of the these features, plus a whole bunch of 13 | there are no substantial reasons given in the Wilderness
1a | other ones that are obvious to anyone who goes up there, 68 | 14| Technical Supplement for BLM's non-suitable recommendation.
15 | including the spectacular scenery, a bretty substantial 15 | BLM seems not to appreciate the Badlands wilderness, given
136 16 | Perennial stream, ‘the historic site of Ben Lowe's cabin, 16| the fact that the Montrose District did not recommend
It and other unique features such as the tremendous hoodoo 17 YMekenna Peak for wilderness, either, when it has the oppor-
18 | right there below the Camel Back that's made.out of uncon- | 18| tunity.
1g | s0lidated sediments, just capped by a big piece of entrada e Firally, we urge the BLM to reject the proposed
20 | sandstone. It just towers there without tipping over, which 20| Storm King mountain ski area in this land use vlan. The
21 | is quite impressive. . 21| RMP's pr§posal to place the ski areaproposal in administra-
2 All this evidence demands that the BLM reconsider 22 | tive limbo, neither outright approving or denying the
23| its recommendation and find Camel Back suitable for wilder- | 23| proposed ski area, is a silly non-dc.ecision. The reason for
2¢ | ness designation. The alternative is the continued, piece-:- 69 24 | writing the resource management planir the first place was
25 | meal erosion of the wilderness quaiities there as e.ver . 2 to provide some guidance to BLM managers for evaluating

47
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resource conflicts and to allocate resources based on the
analysis of those conflicts.'

So the RMP should make a decision about whether
Storm King Qountain is better suited for a ski area or for
elk calving habitat, and by avoiding making that decision
the BLM has kind of missed the point, it seéms of the land
use planning process in the RMP.

So in this case we would encoufage the BLM to
deny the Storm King ski area on the basis of a lack of
demonstrable need for .an additional commerical ski.area in
the area, the lack of demonstrable financial capacity of
the proponent, and due to the impacts it would@ have on the
big game herds in the area. .

The Sierra Club will be submitting in-debth
comments on these issues here and a bunch of otﬂer ones in
the RMP before the November the 5th deadline.

Thank you for your attention.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you, Mark.
Hank Davis.
HANK DAVIS: I would like to wait until later to
make a statement.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Sure.

Eleanor Walroa.
I'll wait for thé question and

ELEANOR WALROD:

answer session.

M-
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back into the country and utilize any of that at all. So {
urge the BLM to jusé continue with it the.way that it is. )
Thank you. )
John Musser.
" JOHN MUSSER: John Musser, 704 650 Road, Delta,

Colorads. I'm a rancher. My family has been on that ranch
for four generations. I think you find most of the ranches
in the room, the families have been on those ranches for
two or three or four generations.

When you talk about taking awav livestock vermits,
or cutting to 35 percent use, you're talking about taking
away a lot of heritage of the area. You're talking about
taking away some income that comes into the area both to
the BLM in terms of grazing fees and to the economy of the
Sre$ in general. )

I'm saddened that in nearlv all of these alterna-
tives it is recommended that livestock use be either cut or
curtailed. I recently attended a seminar on holistic
resource management along with several of the BLM emplovees.
I'm sorry to say that those that orobablv should have
attended did not.

It appears as though for several years now we haye
been going the wrong direction; We need to increase live-

stock use with intensive manacement rather than decreasing

livestock use to get the ground cover that we need in those
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a portion of the Camel Back wilderness area.

. things that - would like to bring to the attention of the

26

JOHN SINGLAUB: It's either Les or Lee Hamilton.

LES ﬁAHILTON: ﬁy name is Les Hamilton, mv address
is Post Office Box 764, Delta, Colorado. I reoresent the
Uncompahgre Cattle Company, which has a mermit that borders

A counle of

BLM is I was down through the area that you want to designatel
a riparian the other day, the creek was drv in several
places.down'through there. It was mostly just potholes at
that time.

I had occasion to ride through an area that has
not -- has been taken away from access from livestock for
the last few years, and the fire danger down that area from
Criswell Creek up, I would estimate, would be in the extreme
category. It is very dry and it's very overarown.

I think that the Camel Back wilderness area,
proposed wilderness area should be designated as multiple-
u§e area, that we should continue with the permits the wav
they are. There is ample room and ample resources for both
the recreationists, the wilderness appreciators and the
multiple users presently usina that at the vresent time.

The cattle will not come in and use 35 nercent of
the forage and be able to utilize any of the outlving areas,
as Mr. Gray said. They will come in there and bv the time

they use that 35 percent, thev will not have been able to ago

28

areas, and especially the riparian areas.

I've invited sevéral BLM employees, and none of
them have accepted my invitation to show them areas in the
Escalante Canyon and the Little Dominguez that have had
basically -no livestock use for many years now and they
continue to ceteriorate. They're growing up with sagebrush
that's too big for deer or elk habitat and they constitute
a fire hazard, I think.

But worse than that, those areas that have not
had any livestock use show by far more erosion than those
areas that are overused. And I'll admit that there are
areas that are overused. I mean, anybodvy can see that.

But I think' that we need to take a long, hard
"look at our thinking. There is evidence now that shows
that it's not over -- well, I can't say not overuse, but
that over, over rest can be just as detrimental to the
vegetation as overuse.

I just really urge the BLM to reallv take a long,
hard look at this idea that in order to imorove vegetation
that you have to curtail livestock arazing, because I think
we are going the wrong way. I think what we have done in
the last 20 or 30 years shows that.

I will have more written statement, thank vou.

JOHN SINGLAUB: -

Thank you, Jim.

W. W. Rule.
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WALTER RULE: My name is Walter Rule, Box 67,

Ouray. I'm a member of OCA, which is an Ouray County
Alliance that's involved with environmental and consumer
oriented affairs. .

I'm not sneaking for the group, the grouo has not
met or issued a posi;ion on this particular plan at pre;ent;

) My comments will be limited mostly to the wilder-.

ness proposal and Storm King, although the management
philosophies expressed about those areas can and does apply.
as a whole to the Uncompahgre Basin. !

1 spent approximately ten vears in this area from
the late 60's-through the late 70's as a public 1qﬂd
manager myself. I'm familiar with the areas and the values
and the issues that are concerned here with all of_the groupd
that have spoken.

We returned about ten years ago to the Ouray area
.and I'm retired there now and I've listened with quite a .
bit of interest here to the peonle like the Gores and
Mussers and others that show a real concern for tﬁe land.

The ORV situation is something i think you really
need to get a handle on in éhis area before it becomes worse
than it presently is.

The history of public land in the West is orin-
cipally guided by the need of the peovole who 1ivé here and "

the country as a whole. Timber, minerals, grazing and water

M-7

n,

There's a feeling that we need to retain the few :
remaining reservoirs of environmental cuality in the lnited
States as a whole, and this has emerged as a growing, if
not a dominant, need. . ;

;n the case of water, which is so necessary for
agriculture’ and industry outside the oublic lands, where it
often rises out here, the mining, grazing and timbering may .
represent a real threat to the cquality and quantity of that
water.

For those of you with concerns, and with this
value gtructure, the so called wilderness syséem seems to
be the only avenue to assure even.a short-term golution to
the historic exploration -- exploitation, rather.

Appropriately, the Federal agencies have 6ffered
wilderness as an alternative, especially since thei;
management procrastination and practices ovver the years have
demonstrated, unfortunately that the cuality of the forest
and grazing land and the mineral resource;, the vrotection
of those, has been marginal,. at best.

It's not surprising then that the wilderness

alternative is perhaps the best alternative for all of us.

In some respect it's a refuge for the agencies. With the
strong political and economic nressures thev get to use and
develop the land, the wilderness classifiéation. which can

only be changed by Congress, takes the pressure off of them
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have always been major concerns of the people in this area,
both for their own livelihooc as well as basic resources
for the country.

In the past tw9 decades in the United States,
however, what we call wildlands have undergone a little bit
different viewpoint. Peoole began to realize that there is
a little bit more to our wildlands than what we can extract
from them monetarily. There is a realization that the
private lands that we have that have these values now have
largely lost those values, and that the vublic lands; the
national forests, park and BLM manayed lands are the last
repository of what might be called reservoirs of environmenta
quality. Qualities that no longer exist in many of the othey
areas, they are places of refuge not only for wildlife, but
for people who get tireq of- the nressure of the technoloqicaﬂ
world and are mesme?ized by machinery and evervthing else.
They want to get away and can't get away. They want to know
that there are places thev might be able to go to if they
wanted to.

Consequently, thepre-eﬁnaﬁe of the commerical
idea about resource values, timber, minerals and drazing,
and even water to a dearee, has changed. Ané with the
possible exception of water, upon which most of the other
the other values have declined in terms

resources depend,

of much of the public feeling about where the values are

Mm.7

occur in timber, minerals and grazing are important to

in terms of that kind of develooment.
For the units involved in the Uncomvahcre Basin,

the wilderness study and the economic losses that migh%

certpiy individuals, and some of you who have heen on the
land for many years. When they are added in total, they
are a very small part, and might be called_minimal.

The.potential positive effect on wildlife and
water, for the protection that wilderness might give them
under the present system, could be very significant in the
long run. It seems only practical, logical and resource-
wise then to provide and to nropose the Camel Back, Adobe
wilderness study areas be added to the Gunnison Gorge in
wilderness classification.

A brief word about Storm King. The same rationale
applies to Storm King.

) JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes, Mr. Rule.
WALTER RULE: I'll £inish up in about three
seconds.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Please.
WALTER RULE: Colorado already has enough econom-~
icallymarginal ski areas. The elk herd and wildlife habitat
in this Storm King area in the long run is a lot larger and
greater value to all of us than a ski area which might be

very short term and an economic disaster. We should
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capitalize or the natural resources that we have that are
in their existing form and not look for short-term answérs.
of exploitivenature for the potential of what we have.got. :
Thank vou,
JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
1 apologize if I mispronounce'your name, some of
these are haré to read. Linda Delmar.

-LINDA DELMAN: Close.

JOHN SINGLAUB: You know who you are.

LINDA DELMAN: My name is Linda Delman, D-e-l-m-a-n,
I live at 1317 Avon Drive in Montroge. I'm hear speaking foJ
myself, ’ -

I would like to say that I'm pleased that Gunnison

Gorge was designated as a wilderness area worthy ofiwilder-
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diéappointed that Camel Back was not and that Adobe Badlands
was not. I noted, as well as some of the other speakers, -
that therc was -- there seems to he no significant conflict
with timber resources or mineral resource éevelopment in
those areas, and I think that the values that are there in
terms of -scenic values and opportunitv for solitude, which
I think is becoming much more needed as our society qrows,
and wildlife habitat, and the cultural resources there in"

those areas make them €minently suitable for wilderness

desigration. -

M-9

- clean and/or been destroyed also.

" for scientific investigation in the future.

L

1605 South Mesa in Montrose.:

I'm Vice President of the Colorado Archeological
Society, and 1'm speaking for the Chipeta Chapter of the
Colorado Archeological Society which is based in Montrose.
The Chapter is 52 years old.

The rate of destruction of the archeological
resources on BLM lands in the Uncompahdre Basin is alarming.
V;ndals have laid open most of the rock shelters, and many
of the surface sites that contain valuable information about
the basin prehistory. Many historic sites have been piéked

If the current trend of destruction is not ;e;e_
versed, there will be precious little cultural resources

to provide enjoyment to the public and undisturbed sites

The Chipeta Chapter of CAS recognizes that the

manpower and budgetary constraints placed on the -BLM culturall: .

resource managers effectively reduces the quality and the
quantity of cultural resource vnrotection. But the ultimate
result of this destruction is also unacceotable and untﬁink-
able. Strategies must be developed and implemented that . i
reverse the current destructive trend.

I have some suggestions.  The use of available.
data has a baseline resource for protcctive_strateqies. For.

example, a survey -- there's a publication put out by the,
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. Camel Back, because with the lack of motorized vehicles I

-skier and I am opposed to the Storm King ski area develon-

n

22

23

24

25

.In terms of culturall:esources, I'm a member of
thé archeological society and 1 have svent a good deal of time
on the Uncompahgre Plateau, and I'm aware that there are
lots of cultural resources out there, most of which haver't
been surveved, but I come across evidence all the time. And
I think that:'in particular archeological sites are subject to
more damage and degradation in areas where there are --
where there is a lot of motorized travel, because. it makes
the access.easier, and there is just more people up there.

- And ‘I think that it would be a wondeérful -opportihity
to preserve some of these archeological sites, or at least

mitigate the damages. If we had more of these wilderness

think we have an opportunity to at least preserve what's
there long enough to survey and see what it is.

‘' In closing I would like to say that I. also am a
ment. I think that the elk habitat and the elk calvinag
grounds are much more important to us in the long run than
another ski area.

That's all.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Bill Harris.

-BILL HARRIS: My name is Bill Harris, I live at

M-9
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BLM called Cultural Resources Series No. 11, it's entitled
the surQey of vandalism to archeological resources in South-
western Colorado by Nickens, Loraldy ‘and Tucker. This

particular volume gave a good overview of vandalism and

My second suggestion is to ré@éntify high
densify areas to search out archeological resources in areas
‘that have received little attentibni For examole, low
looklnq major drainages, and areas covered by fluvial
deposits. )

Emphasis should also be towards protection of un-
disturbed sites and mitigation of sites that have béen
distuibed, but have a high potential for ‘recoverable
material.

My third suggestion is in the area of public educa-
tion. The BLM should implement a more orogressive oublic
edication program that emphasizes the vandalism problem and
the need to protect and conserve cultural resources.

The Colorado Archeological Society recognizes the
only long term solution to vandalism of cultural resources
on public lands is public education, and has recently
elevated public education to a committee responsible to é
State Board of Directors. This committee, among its other

activities, will work closely with Colorado -- will work
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closely with the Colorado 0ffice of Archeological and
Historic Preseréation, and it also looks forward to coovera-
tion between other organizations.and other agencies., It
looks to that as a high priority. .

" The Chipeta Chaptgr of CAS.commends the BLM in
regard to its recommendation to the RMP draft, preferred
alternate, to conduct a Cla;s III inventory of the 5,840
acres.

The Chipeta Chaoter would also like to recommend
that BLM expand their search for high value sites on BLM
land between Highway 90 on the east and Roubideau Creek on
the west. High value sites and high den;ity areas should be
given long-term protective classification. The' RMP shou1d 
also include provisions for research projects by légitimate,
professional and amateur archeological groups.

In closing the Chipeta Chapter would lige to
participate in the BLM's cultural resource management to the
extent of its members' physical, temporal, field experience
and financial capabilities.

Thank you very much.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Stuart Krebs.
STUART KREBS: My name is Stuart Krebs. S-t-u-a-rit
K~r~e-b-s. My mailing address is Box 776, Montrose,

I'd like to start by commending the BLM for its

M-11
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W. D. WETLAUFER: I'm W. D. Wetlaufer, 16574 6450
Road in Montrose, I'm representing myself, my fishing and
hunting interest and Western Colorado Céngress.

I'm especially interested in the efforts to create
a wild and scenic river in the Gunnison Gorge. The geolog-~
ical, the environmental, the wildlife and recreational
opportunities there are something unusual. For myselﬁ
that's the thing that's kind of stuck with me when I first
came to Colorado from the great State of Texas to make the
great State of Colorado even greater. Anything more I can
do, I'm here to do it.

And I think that the. tourist trade in this vpart
of the State is something that people should take advantage
of. This is something that doesn't exist every place, and
people come through here fr&m the eastern vart of. the State
where. they look at the gcrge over there, and the Arkansas
River where they have to pay to get in. And they come
through this.area and tear off their stickers after they
take a trip up to the Black Canyon National Monument.

Thank you very much. )

JOHN SINGLAUB: Tﬁank you.

GENE VECCHIA: Can I ask a clarifying cuestion of
Mr. Wetlaufer.

. W. D. WETLAUFER: Yes,.sir.

GENE VECCHIA: Are you saving that you.are
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recommendation that the Gunnison Goruge be considered suit-
able for wilderness. I'd also like the BLM to consider the
Adobe Badlands, reconsider them as suitable for wilderness,
and I intended to also recommend that Camel Back be consid-
ered for wilderness too.
. I wonder if -- I don't remember all of the requla-

tions that we heard at the beginning of the meeting, but 1
wonder if it's aporopriate, I'm sure in the documents we
have that it tells this, but I'm curioﬁs if we could get a
little clarification on just what wilderness designation of
that area would change in the way of grazing use. Is it
okay to look at that real quickly, I'm going to talk --

JOHN SINGLAUB: You can talk about that after the
meeting, if that would be possible.

STUART KREBS: We couldn’'t use part of my five
minutes to --

JOHN SINGLAUB:  I'd rather not, no, if we can
confine this to vour testimony I would appreciate it.

STUART KREBS: Okay. I guess the last thing that
I would like to say is that I would lcok at that a lot harde
and see if there really is a hardship to the grazing per-
mitees up there. But if there is not, I think that area
should be considered for wilderness as well.

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: W. D. Wetlaufer,

recommending wild and scenic designation, or wilderness
designation, I didrn't quite qét the idea behind your talk.

W.D. WETLAUFFER: Both.
GENE VECCHIA: Both?

W.D. WETLAUFER: Yes, sir.,
JOHN SINGLAUB: John Baldus.

JOHN BALDUS: My name is John Baldus, I live at
630 North First Street in Montrose. I am the President of
the Uncompahgre Valley Association, which is a Montrose
based consumer ané conservation group, and Vice President
of the Western Colorado Congress, which is a similar group
spread across the Western Slope. I'm revpresenting the
opinions of a large number of our membership.

We have several concerns about the RMP, One of
our major concerns is the increase in the amount of coal
leasing, almost a four-fold increase appears to us to be
encouraging speculation in the coal leasing industry, but
not enhancing development of the coal industry itself of
coal production. We feel that this might very well be
detrimental to the other resources of concern in the area.

We are also concerned ahout the allowina of coal
leasing, oil and gas leasing, locatible minerals leasirng,
mineral materials leasing in the oronosed resource rcsearch
natural areas, and the areas of critical ernvironmental con-

cern. There's ro reason to allow leasing in these areas,
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it would only be detrimental to the resource that supposedly
is being protected by designation of RNA and ACECs.

Another concern is livestock qrazing in these
ACECs and RNAs. Livestock grazing also should be very
carefully looked at in areas of winter-range for deer and
elk, partly because it produces an adverse effect on the
very pecple who use those grazing areas when these wildlife
are forced into the private land to find forage in the
winter. The Division of Wildlife pays out a fpirly large
amount every yea; ip-daﬁaqes to crops that are partially a
result of improper managément of grazing allotments.

Concerning the ski area proposal and Storm King
Peak, we rather resent the fact that the ski area was pro-
posed as pa;t of a conservation alternative. This is not
conservation., We woulé very strongly recommend that the
BLM consider the other resources in balance with the Qemand
for recreation and the unlikelihood of actual develovment
of the ski area.

We also would like the BLM to be very careful in
considering its land tenure adjustments. The land tracts
proposed for disposal often times are important habitats
for both game and non-game species of wildlife, as well as
plant life, and we need more looks at the situation from the

wildlife biologists within the agency, and at the same time

we would like to recommend that the budget for a wildlife

- their land tenure adjustments,

are harmful or should be recommended.
Page 52, chapter 4, habitat, imnacts from disvposal

of public lands. Habitat suitable for and used by whooping

cranes and greater sandhill cranes would be lost if disposal |

of public lands around the Fruitgrowers, Crawford and Gould

Resevoirs occurs. This is a-very serious concern. These
are endangered species and by Federal law should be.pbrotected
to the maximum possible that the agency can manage. And to
dispose of these when they are clearly habitats for threat-
ened or endangered species seems very foolish.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five -minutes,

JOHN BALDUS: Okay. 1I'1l1l continue my remarks with
written statements.
* Thank you.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

JOHN RIEL: One question that I would have, John.
You made the statement that the BLM should be careful in
that it could be detrimental
to wildlifé, are you thinking of any ﬁartiéular Qreas when
you make that remark?
JOHN BALDUS: 'Well, particularly the most impor-
tant example, I think, is the tract around the reservoirs
the Gould

that I just mentioned; the Crawford Reservoir,

Reservoir. If that is whooring crane habitat, then the

wildlife biologists should nevér have allowed yéu to
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biology staff be increased rather than decreased as it has
been in recent histery.

Concerning the environmental impact statement that
is included, or considered as part of this document, we
find that the EIS, so called, is vague and incomplete to the
point of being useless.

I might give you just a couple of most glaring
examples, which are on page 50 of chapter 4, where impact
on riparian zones from mineral resources management, it
states that road construction, facility develooment, dredg-
ing operations, and other surface-disturbing activities in
riparian zones would remove riparian vegetation, compact the
soil, and could redirect subsurface water. There is no
quantification whatsoever of the results of this develooment
and it mentions-only these activities within the riparian
zones, which these activities should not be occurring in
the riparian zones in the first place. We assume that they
would be occurring outside the riparian zones, and the
impact in the riparian zones need to be quantified.

Once again, on page 51, chapter 4, impacts from
livestock grazing management. Some localized disturbance
and destruction of individual threatened and endangered
plants would occur due to livestock trampling. Some dis-
turbance. This is hardly sufficient for the public to

judge, or for any other agency to judge whether these things

M-13
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consider even disposal of those tracts.
JOHN FIEL: Thank you.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Dave Sevmour.

‘DAVE SEYMOUR: 1I'm Dave Seymour, I represent the
Uncompahgre Livestock Association, my address is 8267 5709,
Olathe.

As- I sit here this evening, and of course I see
quite a few of my neighbors and acouaintances in. the audience
here, do business with a lot of them. But I go back and I
think that this process of evaluation of environmental
resources, and resource development didn't exactly start
in this century, but it got a real big boost back in the
30's when they out in the Taylor Grazing Act. And I think
everybody here that has a ranch can remember back that far

realizes that we have come an awful long way since we out

I think this evening as we sit and look at this
we ought to realize that we have come a long ways and an
awful lot of the thiﬁgs we have here to discuss; whether
it be wildlife, whether it be resources, whether it be
increased water usage, a lot of these things have come
because we, as mankind, havé_devéloped them. The wildlife
that you see out here and take for granted, that you see in
all these wilderness areas don't just haonmen there, they

have been propogated and thev have been enhanced through
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mankind's use.

And I believe that as we sit hére this evening
and look at this thing that we can go down the road and
cortinue to enhance these values, continue to enchancé wild-
life, continue to enhance grazing and to' continue to enhance
their values if we work toqethei and if we'keen in steh with
each other.

I believe as a respresentative of the Uncompahgre
Livestock Association that we are in favor of the status quo
of the managément as it is, and I'd like to take comment
from Tom Gore and Mrs. Gore, too.

There shoild be an awful lot tighter control on
off-road vehicle use. I believe that anybody that's been
out in the wilderness and been out in the public lands,
wilderness areas included, realizes that there's a great
deal of use from off-road vehicles, and any person that's
a permitee, or any person that uses that land realizes that,

And I think.one point that should be made, one
point that we, as BLM and as a public should get a hold of,
is off-road vehicle use and we ought to increase the quality
of the visitation to these lands.

I had an opportunity todéy to talk to a gentlemen
who is directly -- well, he borders, his vroverty borders
two wilderness areas in the Uvper Gunnison Basin, and he

says some of the most destructive visitors that they will ged

tonight at all. I planned to give a detailed statement
later in the mail, but I think a few issues need to be
brought up tonight pertaining to what.-I've heard here from
the other concerned citizens.

My husband and I are of the third generation who
have used in the area of Camel Back and Roubideau Creek
grazing. And I'd liken’ it to anvone who looks back at
their chiléhood home, there is no vlace that vou would
rather protect and rather see continued in the way you have’
always known it. )

I'm nervous.

Anyway, if is my childhood home, the Roubideau
Canyon and Camel Back area, the Ben Lowe nlace. And we have
known of it from the beginning of time, and I don't want to
see it change,

But, here again, I do not think it is wilderness,
has wilderness suitability. It has a gquality to it that I
love, but partly because I grew up with it. It has'beauty,
it has geology features that are very attractive. But it
also has severities. Tt has extreme runoff in the soring,
flash flood danger. He has miserable, hot, summer days with
gnats. And it can have freezing hail storms in the middle
of June. But this country right now, and as it alwavs has
been, is used for grazing. And irn the books it states a

reduction of 35 vpercent in riparian zones, and it is talking
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1| on those wilderness areas, which is part of his grazing
2| permit, are people that come in just to look at the scenery,
3| to walk around to have a visual experience, maybe to camp,
4 | but they are some of the most destructive, they leave more
s | trash and more visible 'disturbance than anybody that they’
8 | can put dut there.
7 S0 I guess.as a respresentative of the Uncompahgre
g} Livestock Association and Cattlemen's Association, we would
9| like to encourage that there be at least no reduced grazing,
16 | that there be grazing as a status auo, and we believe as
1 professional organizations that grazing 'enhances the values
12 | that are already thére and enhances wildlife. And we
13| believe that by working together with the public that we
1“4 can enhance values that are already present, and increase
15 | those values that are already there.
16 Thank you.
17 JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
8 Yvonne, has anyone else signed in to speak?
19 YVONNE SMITH: No.
20 JOHN SINGLAUB: We will go back to the beginning
i and give an opportunity to those who deferred to the end.
2 Deborah Gore.
2 DEBORAH GORE: My name is Deborah Gore, I reside
24 in Olathe, Colorado, and I am a permitee.
25 I hadr't prepared a written statement to read
M-15
48
1| of a 200 AUM cut in this very area. And in our position as
2| ranches we can't tolerate that. We don't feel that the 35
3| percent has any substantial documentation that would prove
4 that it would help, and we feel that the 200 AUMs is ri-
5| diculous. Any of you who have walked the Creek, walked
6 the Camel Back area, the Windy Mesa area, I'm sure you have
7| noticed that there is feed out there and there is feed for
8 | your deer and your wintering elk and the cattle.
9 And what you see out there is not what just hap-
10| pened, like Dave Seymour said, is not just what happened
n right now, it's what has happene¢ since the beginning of
12 | cattle grazing out there.
123 And I feel that grazing can enhance it.
|4. And that's basically my position on what's been
15 | said tonight, is that it isn't suitable for wilderness,
16 | but since it hasn't changed in several hundred years, I
17} don't think it's going to in the near future. And I'd
18| like to see it stay the way it is and managed in the current
"W ﬁanagement. And any rest of my comments will be in the
20| mail.
n JOHN SIGNLAUB: Great. Thank you.
n Richard Gore.
23 RICHARD GORE: My name is Richard Gore from
2¢ | Olathe, Colorado, and I'm the third generation in here
25 | ranching. And, in fact, I've spent all my life in Roubideau
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Canyon and the Roubideau area and right on up there to our
forest permit is how we operate our cattle. And it's just
the backbone of how we get there and get to our forest.
And I'm really upset aSout the 35 percent limited use on
the riparian, and the 200 AUMs, that would just mean thé
drift over of our cattle to get to our summer grazing where
we spend four and a half months. And we'are not really therg
that much.on the BLM, probably about two months at the most.
And it would really hurt us.

Them cattle generate a lot of income and stuff
for the towns of Delta and Montrose. And tﬁings got tough,
why, Delta pretty much went under because of the farmers
and stuff couldh't make it and lots and lots of my neighbors
went under, and I happen to be one that's hanging on. Ana
I'm just not in faver of that, or_tha; wilderness program.

Right now everybody can come and go on the Federal
land like tﬁey_want. lThere's nothiﬁg stopping them from
using them right now, and the cattlemen and sheeémen aren't
there to rape the land, they are there to work with the BLM
and improve things. And I enjoy and look forward to working
.with the BLM, get;ing ponds on these 4ry mesas and stuff
to help the wildlife and cattle and sheep. .

And just by working together we can whip this
thing, but just one ﬁse just don't work, because I've beep

to several of these demonstration allotments lately and it

M-16

Forest, I don't believe there was a bit more feed in those .
days than there is righg.out ;heré today.

I see quite a2 lot of - we have a.permit on the
Unconpahgre and I see quite a lot of deer up there in the
summer, .but I don't see ncar as many nice, big bucks as I
do down here on the river on the private ground. So I
think that -- I think most of that land people will leé yéu
hunt, or maybe they feed in the winter more than they do in
the summer, but that's where the big bucks are, most of them
are on the private ground.

I think that through working together that most
of all these things can be worked out. I know that there is
many places that I'd much rather lay down and take a drink
out of the stream where there has been wildlife and cattle
and sheep than I would where there has been too many people
walking around and spending a day or two.

I think that's about all I have to say. Thank
you.

JOKN SINGLAUB: Thank you.
Hank Davis.
HANK DAVIS: 1I'll make a written statement.
JOHN SINQLAUB: Eleanor Walrod.
ELEAHOR WALROD: I'm waiting for the aquestions and
" answer period. .

Is there anyone that did

JOHN SINGLAUB: Okay.
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proved that everything can work in together.

And I'm definitely not in févor of dumping these
wild sheep in the riparian zone when they are already
calling them oVerused, and the water values and stuff, I
think it would just be detrimental.

Then basically that's what I have to say, and I
think-we can work together and whip this thing.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank yoﬁ.

W. A. Hamilton.

W. A. HAMILTON: My name is really Bill Hamilton,
573 Highway 65, Cedaredge. 1I've lived right in this
locality for over 70 years, been a stockman most of my life,
and I'd like to say that the stockman enjoys the wildlife,
.the birds ané the trees about as much as anyone I know of.
And I believe they're just as good an environmentalist
as anyone in the country.

As a boy growing uo I enjoved the wildlife, I

country. And they was very few for many, many years. It
didn't have a season for years.

They then, through protection of the deer, they
grew very rapidly and in the 1950's vou could get a license
and kill.about as many deer as you wanted, two, three does
and a buck.

I can remember as a boy riding in on the BLM and
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_not sign up who would like to sneak this evening?

HERSCHEL BUD BURGESS: I was late getting here,
I would just like to make a few corments on just what was
said tonight.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Would you come up here and state
your name and address and who you represent, if anyone, and
I'11l ask you to sign this when you finish.

I'm known to

HERSCHEL BUD 'BURGESS: All right.

most as Bud Burgess. My address is 2380 N Road, Eckert,
.Colorado.

I've listened with interest to alot of the state-
ments made here tonight, and there's a lot of concern with
this public land.

One of my guestions is why is this land what it
is today. Who developed it. And I think you will go back
and listen to what some of these livestock people have said,
a~ 1ot of the land was developed by the livestock veople.
They're what made it what it is today.

Most of the damage that has come is from the
people, your four-wheel vehicles, and we've got these three-
wheel vehicles and now we've got these little four-wheelers
and two—wheel—bikes. There's where your damage is coming

from; I can take you places on the Forest and the'BLM and

- show you where we get alot of the damage from these little

vehicles today.
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The gentleman from Texas alluded to the quali#y
of the Gunnison. How many of you remember &hen you could
walk down the Black Canyon ard couldn't see the water between
the waterholes. How manv of vou pecople were ;n this area
at that time. ) .

What has made the Gunnison.kiverlQhat it is is
the development on the Gunnison ﬁiver.. .

Wildlife and livestock, as Mr, Hamilton alluded to
is very compatible. A lot of old timérs around the turn of
the century will tell you aboﬁt how few the deer were in
this country.

Ana loock at the problems we have got today. Why
are those problems here tcdag. Alot of my reasoning of'why
these problems are here today are because of mismanagement
of the deer. These deer are harassed from the first of
August until the middle of January. Down in these river-
bottoms it was a rare occasion to see a deer 20 years ago.
Now we have alot of resident deer.

So if the people really want to look at the facts
of what they want is water management, wildlife manaqemené,
look at where the real problem is, not try to lay the blamé
on something that is not the problem, which alot of times
is not.

Thank yoﬁ.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank vou.

M-9
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themselves, but also it providés an opportunity for vandals
and people who like to go digging, mnd that sort of thing,
to destroy sites, it provides them a means of getting some
place easily.

The soil is damaged by these vehicles to the point
where erosion occurs. When-the érésion-bccurs, sites are
damaged in the extreme, in some instances.

So the Chipeta Chapter and tHé Archeological
Society would be opéosed'to any continuing, or imorovement
or opening of off-road vehicle use, and they would definitely
be in favor of closing down a lot of areas that receive that
kind of use. o

Thank you.

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you.

I believe that's éveryone who wanted to speak
this evening.

I realize the format of the hearing makes it
sometimes awkward to get questions answered and to get the
point across, and I urge you to take the opportunity at the
end of the session now to visit with some of the people
up here to get your questions answered, if you have some.

I appreciate the time that you have taken to'céme
here this evening, I know I speak for everyoné here in
thanking you for your interest and concern in the public

lands. And tharks for taking time out to come here this
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Do we have other speakers?
Do we have another sneaker?
BILL HARRISON: John, could I add something to
something I already said?
JOHN SINGLAUB: Just a minute after I give aﬂ
opportunity to those people that I cut off.
Mr. Rule, would you like to add anything to what '
you said?
W. W. RULE: No.
' JOHN SINGLAUB: Mr. Baldus, would you like to
add anything to what you said?
JOHN BALDUS: Neo, I don't want to keep you all
here until midnight.
JOHN SINGLAUB: Mr. Harris?
BILL HARRIS: One thing that's been commented
on a few times tonight that I would like to --
JOHN SINGLAUB: This isn't an opportunity for
febuttal.'
BILL HARRIS: This is a continuation of my state-
something that I didn't touch upon in mv statement.
There has been some comments made about off-road
vehicles. It is my experiénce; and I think the exnerience
of a lot of people that are involved with cultural resources
managemeﬁt that the use of off-road vehicles has a detrimén-

tal affect on cultural resources. Not only on the sites .
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evening. The hearing is hereby adjourned.

(Hearing adjourned.)
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Memorandum

To: Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management,
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue,
Montrose, Colorado 81401

From: @Regmnal Director
©¥ Bureau of Reclamation

Review of Bureau of Land Management Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Uncompahgre Basin Resource Managemeat Plan and
Wilderness Technicel Supplement (DES 87/20)

Subject:

Qur office hag reviewed the subject documents and has prepared the attached

comments.

Attachment
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Comments on Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Managemen:t Plan and EIS

General
Page 2-i0: Recent unpuhlished siudies associated with the [‘ncompahgre
Hvdropower Proiec: :ncicate thar the range and populati
endangered piant Eri- rum pelinonhilym, mav be greater
indicated 1n Tabie l-h, when Irese studies are publisned we will
furnish the informaiion to che Bureau Land Managezea: (BLM).

Page 2-14: = Takle 2-11 it is not clear what area “Gunnison River Na, 3"
refars to. The sane comment applies fo he terms "Smith Fork

ane Nn. 1" and "Uncompahgre River No. 47.

Gunnison Kiver v

Withdrawals: The maragemen: of the power site withdrawals is
currently haadied 5y BLM on Crvstal anda Dominguez. The Crystal
power s{te withdrawal should be turned over to the Bureau of
Reclamation {Reclamation). The Dominguez power site withdrawal
should be kep: by BLM fur future development as Reclamation is
relinquishing its withdrawals on the Oominguez Project at this
time, If there are any quesiions on wiihdrawals or rights-of-way,
please contact Sieve Schiesswohl or Bill Ellison in our Grand
Junceion Projects ice at FTS 322-9217.

"~

Page

Off-Road Vehicle Designations: The off-road vehicle designation
tor all Reclamation lands (withdrawn or stherwise) 1is that the
lands are closed to off-road uge and oft-road vehicles unless
specifically opened. It would enhance management of Reclamation
project withdrawals it they were so designaced on BLM nmaps.

FPage 3-2:

|

. Managewent Alternatives .

Continuation of Current Manasement Alternatives

Livestock Grazing: Grazing permits that iavolve ~drawn lands
should be reviewed ard in most cases adjusie¢ o resirict yrazing
on developed Reclamation facilities and recreation areas., This

should be handled on a case by case basi

Page 3-3:

Map "A™:

Considerations belew are listed separately by Reclamation proiect name. Any
proposed disposal of lands inat are withdrawn by Reclarmazion arnd Reclamation
intends to retain under the Withdrawal Review proygram, should not be disposed
of uniess the BLM wants :o dispose of them to Reclamation, If th sposal is
to Reclamation, absolute Fee tttle would be required o protec:t project
features from mining activities. Most comments have heen accomparied by the
proper legal description. In some cases, however, we have not included a :
description because of the length. Descriptions tor all Reclamation lands are
available from Reclamation withdrawal Review reports or from Reclamatfon's
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Grand Junction Projects Office.

Al. The Reclamation withdrawals between the Black Canyon and Curecant{ atea
in Sections &, 9, 10, 11, 14, and 23, T49N, RIW, are not properly ma:xed
on the map. These lands were withdrawn for the Uncompahgre Project and
the Aspinall Storage Unit of the Colorado River 3ctorage Project (CRSP).
The withdrawal ir Serzions 10, Il, 14, and 23 are for the CRSP and the

withdrawals {n Sections 4 and 9 are for the lincompahgre Projec:.

A2. The Reclamation withdérawal on Fruictgrowers Reservoir should be snown to
fnclude the water surface. This withdrawal is rot subject to
relinquishment. Reclamation also has title to the reservoir easement at
Fruitgrowers Reservolr.

Al. The 40 acres in the NWiSWs of Section 34, T4hN, RBW should also be shown
as withdrawn for the Dallas Creek Project.

A4, On the Paonia Project, lands are withdrawn in the SE4NW4NE4 of Section
18, T13S, R90OW, but are not shown as withdrawn, 1In the S2NE4SE4 and cthe
NE4NE4SES of Section 13, Ti4s, R9IW, the withdrawal 1s not plotted
correctly. The tracts identified tor disposal in TI4S, R93W, Section 22;
and TL4S, R92W, Sections 3 and 17, are not subject to relinquishment and
disposal 18 not compatible with project purposes.

TheSW4SW4 of Section 3, Tl4S, R92W, is questionable as to being public
land. Reclamation acquired an easement from the private owner
(Overman, H.E.) in about 1950, and if the land is in fact private, the
RMP maps need to be changed. If the land is pu-lic, Reclamation will be
requescing & linear withdrawal to match the dim2nsions of our exiscing
easement. A withdrawal would be consistent with our other land status
agreements with the BLM on the Fire Mountain Canal.

AS. As both the Dominguez and Fruitland Mesa Projects are beiny proposed for
relinguishment in their entirety, we did not review the plotting or
disposal recoammendations for parcels withdrawn for ihese projects.

A6. The withdrawa.s for the Uncompahgre Project need to be corrected on the
map as follows:

The following parcels should be shown as withdrawn:

The NE4NE4SE4 of Section 13, in TI5$, RYSW, (It may be shown this way,
but the map scale makes it hard the 5 acre tract of the
SW4SWANWASEL, the SEsSE4NELSWS, 4NE4SEASWA, and the NWANWISW4SEL of
Section 36, TISS, R95W; the 10 acre tract of the SW4NEiNW4 of Sectfon .30,
TSIN, K9W; the |5 acres of che E2W2E2NE4SW4 and the E2E2NE4SW4 of Section
36 of TSON, Rl1iW. Also, the lands nex: to the fnside the Black Canyon
National Monument need tu be added as mentioned {n item Al above.

Cercain withdrawals on the South, West, Montrose and Delta canals were
inadvertently relinquished without Reclamation retaining a linear withdrawal
.ur project facilities. Measures to correct this problem are being worked on
4t zhis time. In the interim, any itand disposals should retain a linear
thdrawal for all structures, canals, diversion dams, large laterals such as
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the CQ lateral on the Montrose and Delta system, or other major facilities,
and right-of-way for all laterals.

PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE
(ALTERNATIVE "B")

All recommendations sade under the Withdrawal Review are to remain the sime
with the exception of approximacelvy 130 acres at the far west end of the
Paonia State Recreation Area which Reclamatfon is in the process of proposlng
for relinquishmenz.

The Dominguez and Fruizland Mesa withdrawal reviews are proposed to be
completed this fiscal year.

Visual resource vbjectives for all Reclamation recreat{on areas including the
entire proposed Curecanzi Na::onal Recreation Area; the Ridgway, Crawford and
Paonia State Recreation Areas: and the Frultgrowers area should all be high
scenic qualiiy and high sensizivitv. The proposed Curecanti National
_Recreation Area, Paonia, and Fruitgrowers areas should be added to Table 2-16.

—
The withdrawals section on page 2-21 {adicates that Reclamation withdrawals
segregate the lands from the general mining laws. It was the intent and .
practice of all Reclamation withdrawvals to segregate the lands from all of the
public entry laws. Under the FLPMA Withdrawal Review program, Reclamation {s
relinquishing all but the bare necessity of 1ts withdrawn lands, and those
lands being retained will be managed with the intent to restrict all surface

_o:cupancles that are contrary to Reclamation project purposes.

'_The withdrawal table on page 2-22 should he changed :o {nclude all Reclamation

purposes such as recreation, Ilood contrul, soil and moisture consecrvation, or

state only "Reclamation purposes”. As {C now reads 1t may be construed to

mean the listed purposes are the only Reclamation purposes and this {s not
true.

e

Map “B8”

Considerations below are listed separately by Reclamation Projec: tame. Any
proposed disposal of lands :that are withdrasm by Reclamation and that
Reclamation intends to retafa under the Withdrawa! Review program, should not
be disposed of unless the 8L% wanis :o dispose of them to Reclamation. If the
disposal is to Reclamation, absolute Fee title would be required to protect
project features from mining activizles.

rﬂl. The Reclamation wi:ihdrawals between the B:ack Canvon and Curecanti areas

in Section 4, 9, 1D, 11, !4, and 23, T49IN, R7W, are not properly marked
on the map. These lands were uxmdrm.rn for the Uncompahgre Project and
the Aspinail Storage Unit of the CKSP. The withdrawal ta Sections 10,
11, 14, and 23 are for the CRSP and the withdrawals in Seccions & and 9
are for the Uncompahgre Project. The poction of Section 8 that is
proposed for disposal 13 planned for relinquishment ard is therefore
approved for disposal.




B2. Comments same as A2.
£9 F‘BJ. The 40 acres fn the NW4SW4 of Sectfon 34, T46N, R8W should also be shown
| 28 withdrawn for the Dallas Creek Project.
Lands shown for disposai in Ts7N, R8W in Ouray County north of Cow Creek
85 are importan: big game winter range and should not be disposed of unless
to the Colorado Division of Wildlife. These lands are in the vicinity of
lands acquired for wildlife nabitat replacement under the Dallas Creek
L Projec:.

Comments same as A4, Also, the disposal recommendations for the
following parcels are not compatible with project purposes unless a

linear withdrawal is rst granted: T14S, R92W, Seczion 3, NE4SE4; T14S,

L R92W, Section 17, N2SWaNW4; and T|4S, R93W, Section 22, about 55 acres.
aa M., s <
oJ B5. Comments same as A5.

—

B6. Comauents same as A6. In addition, the recommendations for disposal on
ar the following tracis should be changed to retenzion:
febe] The SE4NWe of Section 26, T43N, R8W; the ¥wiNWi of Seccion ii, Tagn,
RLOW; the two tracts ir Section 12, T48N, RBW; and the apparent disposal
L (the lands to the east are actually marked) of Sectfon 36, TSON, R11W.

—
Considerations below are
proposed disposal ot lands

ion Project name.

¢ Any

draun and thac Re clama:lon ln:ends’:o

retain under the Withdrawal Review program, should ro: be disposed of unless

the BLM wants to dispose of them o Reclamation. 1If the disposal is to

Reclamation, ahsoiute Fee tiile would be required to protect project teatures
from mining activities.

23

—

Cl. Comments same as Al.

C2. Cozments saze as AZ.

C3. The 40 acres in the NW4SWi of Section Ja; T46N, R8W should also be shown
89 ag withdrawn for the Dallas Creek Project. ’

C4. Comzents same as A4.

C5. Comments sdme as Ad.

Cb. Comaen:s same as Ab.

L :

93

o3
O

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Map “D":
Considerations bel re lissed by Reclamation e o Anv
Considerations bel re \lsted separately by Reclamation Project name, Any

proposed disposal are withdrawn and that Reclamation intends to
recain under the Withdrawal Review program, should not be disposed of unless

the BLM wants to dispose cx then o Reclamation. 1f the disposal is to
Reclamation, absclure Fee e would be required to protect project features

from mining activicies.

bi.

© o o™
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71

Comments same as Al

D2. Comments same as A2.

D3. Comments same as B3,
e .

D4. Comments same as B34.
ES. Comments same as AS.
-

Dé., Comments same as B6,

Comments on Uncompahgre Basin

Wilderness Technical Supplement
—
Designation of the Gunnisonr Gorge Wilderness Study Area as Wilderness could
affect certain managemeat praciices and these effecis should be discussed in
the final EIS.

and outboard motors are used as inventory
dlifa for managing the Gunnisgn River
dlife for managing the Gunnison River
ons, Secondly, rescue operations are

the canyon by helicopter.

First, helicopters, smaﬂ
teoels by the Colerade i

flshery and waterfowl pop
occasionally conducied in
by

airplane

of

rgn page 3-13, the minimum 7low that Reclama:ion attempts to maintain is
300 efs rather than 200 cfs.

On page 4-13 it is stated that there is approximately 750,000 acre-feet of
water available from Blue Mesa Reservoir. The correct figure is 50,000-6C,000

acre-feet annually.
b
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United States Department of the Interior

LOGICAL SURVEY
STON. VA, 22092

Gl

in Reply Refer To:
WGS-Mail Stop 423
DES 87/20

Memorandugz

To: Bureau of Land Managemeni, Uncompahgre Basin Resource :‘;rea,
Montrose, Colorado .

From: . 5ssistant Director for Englneering Geology

Subject: Review of draft nanagemént plan/environmental statement for tke

Uncompahgre Basin planning area, Colorado

We have reviewed the statement as requested in the letter included in the
document.

The analysis should indicate criteria to be used in permitting mining and
disposal of mineral mater{als on alluvial valley floors and flood plains,
Mitigation of related impacts should be addressed. The analyses of cumu-
lative impacts should include lo .
accidental release of saline formation waters into freshwater aquifers.

Such contamination may occur long after oil and gas test and production

wells are abandoned as well.as during operations such as hydraulic fracturing,
Ground-water impacts

of formet recovery.

to be avolded during secondary and/or enhanced recovery methods involving
injection and well pressurizing should be included in the analysis.

Cll fF Somenr

{of James F. Devine

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Lakewood, Colorado

rln the “"Affected Environment™
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UREAU OF MIN

P. 0. BOX 25086
BUILDING 20, DENVER FEDFRAL CENTER
DENVER, COLORADO 80225
Intermountain Field Operations Center

October 21, 1967

Memorandum

Robert E. Veachia, RMF Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management,
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, 2505 South Townsend Avenue,
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area, Delta, Gunnison,
and Ouray Countles, Colorado

Review of the
Statement for
Mont rose

Subject:
Mesa,

As requested, Bureau of Mines personnel have reviewed the subject documents
regarding proposed management of 483,077 acres of Federal land and 755,923
acres of subsurface federal mineral estate, including three wilderness study
areas (WSA's) (41,865 acres), 1in western Colorado. OQur comments pertain to
the discussion of mineral resources and assessment of lmpacts under the plan,

Four multiple-use management alternatives are preseated in the DEIS. Differ—
ences between the four proposals vary considerably in the amount of acreage
open to mineral entry and to oil and gas, coal, and geothermal leasing. From
a mineral-development standpoint, the Production Alternative is the more
favorable of the plans described. In comparison to the Preferred Alterna(lve.
abot acres avaflshle to
more to oil and gas and geothermal leasing; the acreage open to coal lea%ing
is the same under both alternatives.

eral entry and a

section, the discussion of ofl, gas. and geo—
thermal resources (p. 2-3 of the main document) assumes that the lack of

past or present production of these commodities implies a low probability for
future discoveries. We believe that such an assumption may not be valid
because seismlec work and exploration drilling have been limired in the resource
area. We suggest the Affected Environment Section of subsequent versions

of the document be modified to better explain the relationship between the
assumption of low productivity of future discoveries and the lack of explora-
tion activity in the area.



n

The geology and mineral resource descriptions in the Wilderness Technical
Supplement tend to discuss only the surface geology of the WSA's. We belleve
that formations at depth should be discussed as well., For example, the Adobe
Badlands WSA is underlain by the Morrison and Chinle Formatfons, both of
whizh are major hosts for uranium deposits in other areas. Uranium, however,
is ner discussed in the Mineral Resources section (p. 3-10). We believe that
the iLack of a discussion of the uranium potential in the Morrison and Chinle
Formarions is an oversight that should be corrected in future versions of
the docunent,

currently is conducting a mineral land assessment study
but has no current study of either Adobe Badlands WSA

The Bureau of Mines
ot Gunaison Gorge WSA,
or Camel Back WSA.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.

Coudfoh GiiShans

F,M1illiam Cochran

1.

2.

3.

We

1.

We

be

2,
of

68 surface-disturbing activities and no Q0fi-Road Vebicle use there.
believe that the Adobe Badlands WSA is deserving of wilderness status and
should not be rejected for designation because of plans to implement salinity
control measures.
agricultural areas vhere increased salt loading is caused by agricultural

practices.

17 exchange tracts under the Preferred Altermative.

l.h

United States Department of the Interior

i
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE —
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE —
12795 W Alameda Parkway - -«
P.O Box 25287
Denver, Coiorado 802250287
INREPLY REVER TO
L7619 (KMR-PP)
0CT 2% 1987
Memorandum
To: Robert E. Vecchia, Resource Management Plan Team Leader,
Bureau of Land Management, Montrose, Colorado .
From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and kesource Preservation,
Rocky Mountain Regior
Subject: Review of Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan/

‘Enviromgental Tmpact Statement and Draft Uncompahgre Basin
Planning Area Wilderness Technical Supplement (DES 87/20

Our comments on the subject draft Resource Management Plan/Envircnmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) follow.
relatively easy due to several factors:

Review of the document was made

The draft RMP/FIS 1s very well written.

The number of alternatives (four) and the orderly presentation of

material made it convenient to compare impacts of alternatives.

The three alternatives other than the proposed plan are analyzed as

thoroughly as the Preferred Alternative.

recognize the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) multiple-use approach to

land management, but we would like to see more concern for National Park
Service (NPS) interests in specific portions of

the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative appears to reflect a concern for wilderness

values--both on BLM-administered lands and on lands administered by the NPS.

note that the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area (WSA) would be

recommended for designation as wilderness; the Adobe Badlands WSA would not

recomrmended for designation, but there would be restrictions on
liowever, we

Efforts to reduce salinity should be concentrated in the

Some BLM-adwinistered lands near the northeast and northwest boundaries
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument are designated as potential
As the draft RMP/EIS is

16

revised, we would like to see these lands either deleted as potential
exchange tracts or have provision for scenic easement language that would
ride with the deed(s) conveyimg the exchange tracts. These BlM-administered
lands form an important backdrop to the viewsheds looking north from the
monument's south rim.

3. The four land status maps included with the draft RMP/EIS, after page 43
of the Appendix, need to be revised to show correct NP5 boundaries. The maps
show the Black Canyon of the Gunniscn Natioral Monument boundaries as they
existed yesrs ago; the monument bcundaries have since expanded. The maps
fail to show the considerable portion of Curecanti National Recreation Area
that occurs in the Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area. As a good reference for
correcting the maps, we recommend the BLM Edition (1985) of the Paonia
Quadrangle topographic map.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the generally well-prepared draft
RMP/ETS.

i A

Richard A. Strait

@
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United States Forest Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and 2250 Highvay 50
Department of Service Gunnison National Forest

Delta, Colorado

Agriculture Phone: (303) 874-7691 81 16

Reply to: 1950

Date: _

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

We have reviewed the draft Resource Management Plan for the Uncompahgre Basin
Resource Area. As you can see from the comments of the District Rangers whieh
follow, we are unsure of where the fire management strategies are to be applied.
Consequently, we are unable to determine if they would be compatible with fire
management efforts on adjacent National Forest System lands. We recommend that
some additional coordiration be done in this respect.

Paonia Ranger District

In reviewing the above referenced plan, we found the proposed management
units compatible with ours, both in terms of location and'management
emphasis/direction. The only concern we surfaced dealt with the
application of the three proposed wildfire suppression strategies. From
the information available for review, it was not possible to determine the
geographical locations at which the various strategies would be applied a.nd'
whether or not they were compatible with fire management efforts on
adjacent FS lands. I suggest we review the proposed fire management with
the BLM at the Forest level just to be sure we do not have any significant
inconsistencies.

Ouray Ranger District

BLM's management areas D1, D2 and D3 are adjacent to our macagement
prescriptiona 4B and SA on the Uncompahgre Plateau. Management emphasis and
direction are compatible. )

None of the acoess acquisition proposals on the Plateau would have an effect
on NF lands. Closing Potter Creek will have no effect. Dry Fork Escalante
Road will not be closed according to Gene Vecchia. BLM'a D9 management areas
and emphasis are compatible with our 94 prescriptions although our map
doesn't have them identified.




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE REGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION
1114 COMMLRCF GTRE
DALLAS TFXAS 7524k

BLM's D10 Management area in the Cimarron Ridge country is adjacent to 24,
4B, SB and 6B. These appear to be compatible also. The access to‘lugh Park
would improve access to the NF. Storm King Ski Area would not have an effect
on NF as it would be located in the northernmost unit.

.|5 The D15 management area adjacent to NF on High Mesa would be open to ORV's.
This is adjacent to a restricted travel area on N.F. )

The location of the BLM's proposed three fire management strategies also need

to be identified on this end of the Forest. Mr. Robert S. Schmidt

Montrose District Manager
Bureau of Lanc Management
Montrose District Office
2465 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Other than the fire management item, we have not identified any significant
additional concerns. We appreciate the opportunity for this review.

Sincrerly, .
Dear Mr. Schmidt

> . r& ) This is in response to your request for comments on the Draft Planning
Fé,xRAYHOND J. EVANS ’ Area Hildernegs Technicat Supplement for the Uncompahgre Basin Planning
' Forest Supervisor . Area located in southwest Colorado.
We continue to support the overall wilderness area concept. While actual
conflicts between Air Force flying areas/routes and the proposed wilder-
ness area do not exist at the present time, routes and airspace require-
ments of the military do change frequently. Mission requirements, fuel
costs, and environmental constraints all act on the decision to locate a
military training activity. In particular, Tow altitude high speed
f1ight, because of general aviation and population pressures, has been
relegated to those areas least accessible and sparsely inhabited. For
57 this reason, it is reguested that you give full consideration to the
extent to which a wilderness designation might adversely effect or
restrict use of low altitude airspace by the Air Force. If restrictions
are placed upon these military overflights, the negative impact on train-
ing and readiness will force the Air Force to object to that wilderness
designation.

ec: Regional Forester -
Chief (Director, Environmental Coordination)

We hope this information is useful in your planning process. We thank you
for the documentation previously provided and look forward to continued
comaunication with your office. Our staff project officer is Mr. Raymond
Bruntmyer, telephone (214) 653-3341.

Sincerely

JOHN A. MILLER, Lt Colonel, USAF to:

Copy
irector HQ USAF/LEEY
Environmental Planning Division

@ F$ 8200 28(7-82)

. 7 7
. . -
United States Department of the Interior R
v——
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE R —
e ——
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement T ——
529 25% Road, Suite B-113 - =
IN REPLY RLFER TO: Grand Junction, Colorado 81505
(FHE) November 5, 1987 . wetherillii), a plant on State List 3 and which will be
MEMORANDUM added as a federal candidate in the next update, should be
: n added to Table 2-6. 1Its habitat is clay hills in
. association with pinyon-juniper and sagebrush. Estimated
To: RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management populations include four collections from the Uncompahgre
Uncompahgre Basin Resources Area, Montrose, Colorado Resources Area, and the estimated acerage of occurence is
unknown.
From: Acting State Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colorado Page 2-12, Table 2-B. Endangered, threatened, and candidate
animal species.
Subject: Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resources Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statements and the The river otter. Lutra candensis sonorae, is a federal
Draft Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area Wilderness candidate species.
Technical Supplement —
Page 3-30. Disposal of public lands.
General Comments 85
We recommend that public wildlife values be considered prior
We have reviewed the referenced Resources Management to any disposal of pubdlic lands.
Plan/Environmental Impact Statememt and related Wilderness —
Technical Supplement. The Endangered Species Act (Act) requires Page 3-31, 37. 0il and gas.
that an action agency consider possible impacts to proposed and
listed species and their critical habitats to determine 1f any The Service would appreciate involvement in any variance to
proposed plan may effect such species or habitat areas. Should seasonal stipulations on lands used by bald eagles for
the Bureau of Land Management make a "may affect® determination, hunting habitat.
then formal consultation should be initiated. Management
proposals identified in the plan seem, at this time, too general Page 4-50. Impacts on riparian zones.
to make a "may/may not affect” determination for any species with
certainty. It is our suggestion that informal consultation The Service would appreciate involvement prior to the
continue as specific actions are planned for the resources area approval of any disturbances to riparian zones.
rather than trying to make a blanket determination for the broad 99
Resources Minagement Plan. By consulting on a case-by-case . Page 4-51. Impacts on threatened and endangered species.
basis, we will know exactly what action is being considered and
will have the advantage of the latest biological knowledge for The Service would appreciate involvement prior to any
the species involved, as well as important habitats such as mineral resources management that might affect wintering
wetlands and riparian zones. : bald eagles. Appropriate consultation may be necessary if
. ) ’ offroad recreational vehicles use affect the Uinta Basin
Specific Comments . . hookless cactus or if the disposal of public lands affects
. : any threatened or endangered species.
Page 2-10, Table 2-6. FEndangered, threatened, candidate, or
sensitive plant species. P4-52. Impacts on_terrestrial wildlife.
1 The habitat descriptions for the spineless hedgehog cactus The Service would appreciate notification of the potential
and Uinta Basin hookless cactus are reversed. Based on new loss of any raptor nesting habitat.
locations discovered by Jim Ferguson last field season the —

habitat description for the Delta lomatium should be
expanded to include mid-altitude mancos shale in association
with pinyon-juniper. The Wetherill milkvetch (Astragalus




Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments prior to
completion of the draft. Again, we would appreciate the
opportunity to comment when specific actions are completed.

cc: AWE-Denver
FWE-SLC
Reading File
Official File
F:user 5)
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'i‘ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
0;’ REGION Viil
e et 999 18th STREET—SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADO  80202-2405
Ref: BPMER NOV 05 1387

Robert B, Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

RE: Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Mangement Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS), and
Wilderness Technical Supplement

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

In acoordance with the Natianal pnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) and our
respongibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region VIII
office of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
referenced documents. The EPA appreciated the opportunity to meet with you
and other BIM staff at Mntrose in March, 1985, The meeting was followed up
by EPA's scoping concerns for the project which were sent on May 3, 1985, In
addition to enviramental conditions and effects, our review is also focused
on the RMP as a "framework for managing and allocating public land resources™
and it's importance in establishing "management direction® (page 1-1). Our
enclosed detailed comments are intended to make a constructive contribution to
the management direction,

Based on our concems and the criteria EPA has established to rate
adequacy of draft EISS, we have rated this draft EIS as category EC-2
{environmental concerns - insufficient information)., A summary of our EIS
ratings definitions is enclosed. We commend the inclusion of management
units; initiatives on aquatic and riparian monitoring; and the emphasis on
salinity, riparian, and aquatic systems. However, our enclosed comments
address insufficiencies and recomendations that we feel are appropriate at
the RMP level of planning, regarding:

o the description of consistency with water quality standards
{existing/designated beneficial uses, use protection criteria and
antidegradation requirements) and the Federal/State water quality
management programs,

o the framework of measures, criteria, and indices that would be used,
e.g., physical measures (such as channel and streambank stability),
chemical criteria, and biological indices, for implementing water quality
standards (WQS)/aquatic resource protection under the Clean Water Act
{CWA) and Federal Land Policy and Management Act,

o consistency of analysis of effects on aguatic resources/beneficial uses
in relation to applicable statutes,

o a framework for CWA/WQS monitoring,

o additional quidance and documentation for protection of riparian and
wetland values,

o planning of range management to support multiple rangeland values under
applicable statutes, )

o need for consistent Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
recommendations by alternative, and plans for ACECS that are adequate to
assure resource protection,

[<] compliance with the Endangered Species Act,

[} and inclusion of more specific plans for coordination and implementation,
among other items, in an implementation chapter or appendix.

Several features of the Conservation Alternative are identified, that would
also help provide a stronger, more aggressive resource management program,

A statewide antidegradation policy is an important part of State WS,
EPA'S WQS regulation requires that, at a minimum, state policy ensure that
existing instream uses ard the level of water quality necessary to protect the
existing uses be maintained and protected (40 CFR Part 131.12). This
provision applies to all waters of the state. Furthermore, the state policy
must establish additional measures for protection of certain high quality
waters (waters where ambient quality exceeds that needed to protect the
"fishable/swimmable" uses) and waters which may constitute outstanding
national or state resource waters. At present, there is a difference in the
way the federal and state regulations and guidance identify high quality
waters. Under the current state regulation (50CR 3.1.8 (3}), Righ Quality
Class IT waters ". . . shall be maintained and protected at their existing
quality unless the Camission chooses, after full intergovernmental
coordination and public participation, to allow lower water quality as a
result of necessary and justifiable economic or social development", In
Colorado, this level of protection is applied only to water designated by
Colorado's Water Quality Control Commission (WXCC) as High Quality Class II
waters. EPA's regulation would not distinguish between those waters
designated High Quality Class II by the state and those that are, by
Jefinition, high quality. EPA has approved the current state antidegradation
standard in the past. However, based on changes embodied ih EPA'S new water
quality standards regulation, the WQOC has begun a review of the present
standards and expects to complete the review process in mid 1988. we
encourage the BLM to be part of this process and be aware of the applicability
of any nevw requirements that may apply to BIM streams. The State of Colorado
contact person is Dennis aAnderson in Denver (331-4571) and the EPA contact is
William Wuerthele (FTS 564-1586 or commercial 293-1586).
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We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss with the BIM its proposed
responses and RMP/EIS revisions relating to EPA concerns prior to the
W;’F}nallals. Based on experience reviewing these documents, such a
coordination process would be beneficial in helping address our concerns,
Pleasg contact Douglas Lofstedt of my staff as needed for further EPA
ordination at 303-293~1717 or FTS 564-1717.

Sincerely,

o Coa ‘ . N
Fihid A Lo
Robert R, DeSpain, Chief

Environmental Policy Branch
Policy and Management Division

Enclosures

cc:  Neil F. Morck, Colorado BIM State Director
David Williams, Office of planning and Environmental Coordination,
HIM Washington Office
Jon Scherschligt, Colorado Department of Health
Rick Rrueger, USFWS, Grand Junction
laurie Mathews, Colorado Department of Natural Resources
Willian Dickerscn, EPA Office of Federal Activities



PAILED COMMENTS ON THE BLM DRAFT
l}l\S!N RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND
ENT_(RMP,

Ajuatic Resources, watershed Management

our review of plans for water quality and aquatic resource integrity is

based on consistency with:

]

Colorado's water gquality standards (WQS) and water quality management
program, '

Fxecutivé Orders (EOs) 11752 and 12088 and Clean Water Act Sect.on 313
requirements for Pederal agency leadership to "protect and enhance the
quality of . . . water . resources" (£0 11752) throuxgh meeting
appiicabie standards, °

requirements for RMp consistency with "officially approved or adopted

. resource related plans, and the policies and programs contained therein,

of other Federal agencies, State and local governments™ in 43 CFR Part
1610.3-2: .

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) policies to "protect the
quality of ecological, environmental, , . . and . . . water resource

. . . values" (Section 102(a)(8)), to meet applicable State and Federal
“pollution control laws" and water pollution “standards or implementation
plans” (Section 202(c)(8)). and "to prevent unnecessary, or undue
degradation of the lands" (Sectiom 302(b)}.

the Clean Water Act (CWA) dbjective to “achieve and maintain physical,
chemical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters"

{Section 101(a}), .

and "NONPOINT SOURCE CONTROLS AND WATER QUALITY STANDARDS" guidance
(August 19, 1987) from Chapter 2 of EPA's Water Quality Standards
Handhook . .

The dra‘t RMP/EIS proposes impacts to aguatic resources fram several

activities. .

1)

2)

3)

‘Locatable mineral activities ocould "result in water quaiity degradation”,
"incredse sediment and salinity loads in local surface waters”, and
“oould result in heavy metal contamination f£ram mine water dischazge and
spoil-pile runoff" (page 4-49).

0il and gas activities "would increase sediment and salinity yields in
local surface waters” (page 4-49).

“Road construction and extraction of mineral materials would increase
sediment and salt loads in local surface waters", and could alter
“natural stream channels" and "surface water flows" (page 4-49).
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4)

5)

The Preferred Alternative would also reguire "Measures designed to mini
erosion and water quality deterioration” and "minimize site i
and aquatic deterioration* would be in plans for surface dist:

Forest management activities “could cause increased sedimentation, bank
degradation, and water temperatures, and decreased streamback cover®
(page 4-54).

ORV management would leave aquatic habitat areas "subject to degradation”
(page 4-54).

icr:
g activities

(page 3-29).

-

ol

s "minimize" mean? BLM's policy for managing activities, including m
und@r r.hel 1872 Mining Law, to meet WOS/beneficial uses needs to be cléarly
defined in the text. Consistency with the State water quality/nonpoint source
(NPS) control program should be addressed (the discussion on page 2-6 anly -
addresses BIM coordination in locating and identifying NPS poilutants).
Similar concems are raised by plans to prohibit utility projects "which would
have long-term adverse effects on riparian/aquatic systems" (page 3-38), and
:o4g?ve "short-term sediment yield increases” fram vegetation treatments {page
used in the activity plan NEPA documents to predict effec ici
uses should also be decribed in the wP/EIS.p ¢ sffects on WS/beneficial

In response to these potential effects and/or violations of WQS, we found

that the RMP./EIS _:m_yvides an insufficient framework of planning, management,
and moni toring requirements to impiement CWA and FLPMA requirements. what
measures

iteria, and ind;c-;s will be used, e.g., physical measures (such as
Streambank stability), chemical criteria, and biological? what

what are allowable short-term impacts? How long? The methods to be

There are several other questions of RMP/EIS consistency with the above

(even though compliance with federal and state water quality standards was a
planning criterion (page 1-5)). o

We would like to see the affected environment chapter establish more
clezlazly the existing WDS, including designated beneficial uses and
ant}degradatim-requirenmts, and status and trends (to the extent of
available information) similar to the discussion of air quality
standards. Also, we suggest that Chapters Two, Three, and Four address
\:rater quglity, WOS, ané aquatic systems/habitat in an integrated manner
in aquatic resource sections. The aquatic resource requirements of ihe
CW and FLPMA should be described as part of the planning frameworx and
cbjectives, . ’

We commend the BLM for including aquatic habitat conditions (page 2-14)
and plans for intensively managing 70 miles of stream "to restore and
protect aquatic habitats" (page S-6). Does the amount of planned
improvement conflict with the amounts stated in Chapter Four? For
example, 40 miles of improvement is planned under the riparian program
and 60 miles is planned under the grazing management program (page 4-53).
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what are at least the gencral aquitic.life/habitat standards and/or
chiectives to be achieved (page 3-44)? One management concetn is o
"fdentify high potential fisheries requiring improvement and mangement”
(page 1-7 Consistency with the (WA should be provided since the CWA
tinguaish.between degree of aquatic life potential (Section

Fisheries ‘improvement pians should: ocorrelate to impairments
include consultation with the Colorado Department of Health
(CDOH) (since it administers WOS); and be consistent with CDOH
priorities. If “existing condition" is maintained "on the balance of the
aquatic habitat" (page 4-53), will any existing WOS violations be
perpetuated? We like the strong approach to managing the ripa:
aguatic resources presented in Management Units C-4 and C-18
{pages 3-20, 26, and 27).

10l (a)).
of Wos:

The intent to improve “"Aduatic habitat, . streambank stability, and
water qual:ty . . . for fair to good condition " in the camel Back WSA
appears coxmendable (Wilderness Technical Supplement page S-1). What are
the measures for “"good" condition under the CWA/WQS? 1t is not clear how
results under nori-wilderness management would be better or equal to that
‘under wilderness management. .

Sources of drinking water from BIM lands are menticned on page 2-6. What
are the existing drinking water problems (if any), potential impacting
activities, and water quality improvements needed?

Numerous references to impacts to "local surface waters” are made, What
is “local"? Protection under the CWa and FLPMA should be referenced.

e suggést that oil and gas management requirements be included for
Management Unit D~9 (page 3-38). .

Control of soil ercsion remains another concern. Of the 94,110 acres

with erosion data, over 85,000 acres have either moderately or severely

1

"accelerated erosion" (page 2-4).
(page 2-5).
"if compatible" with livestock grazing and woodland production activities
(page 3-43).
manage grazing to "increase sediment and salinity yields far above normal“ for
some areas (page 4-50).
believe that providing erosion and sedimentation control is a basic land
stewardship responsibility even if it conflicts with grazing, timbering, and
other uses.
action plan to address areas of accelerated erosion and to prevent new erosion
prablems. This action plan should also specify more detailed direction for
erosion control priority in new and existing allotment management plans
(AMPs) .
compatible with wildlife winter range and riparian management (page 3-43). We
found that the disclosure of impacts on aquatic habitat fram soil resource
management to be insufficient on page 4-53 (only in-channel structures are
briefly discussed). .

=

Several areas have severe gully erosion
However, BIM proposes to have erosion control projects

This proposed policy is exemplified, for example, by plans to

A reference to CWA compliance is not made. We

We ask that the RMP/Final EI1S contain a more clearly defined

Also, it is not clear why erosion control projects would not be
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acres (page 3-45). 5
adequacy since erosion rates would be reduced "if” AMP objectives are net
(pages 4-48 and 49).
readily dbservable problems that do not require long-term monitoring, The
Conservation Alternative seems to be more sensitive and aggressive for range
stewardship.

qualitative review of the water guality of each zone (page 2-7).
alternatives analysis addresses only sutface water, it appears that trends and
projected effects are not considered to be of major importance under tne FMP.
| We encourage much rore site-specific detail for the appropriate projects,

It is unclear why livestock grazing use would be resticted on onl
Apparently, plans to implement AMPS contain quest

The RMP/FIS should include gquidance for.onrrecting

We ask that the ooal unsuitability report be included in the RMP/EIS.

The draft RMP/EIS discusses the significant aquifers and provides a
Since the

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

The draft RMP/EIS appears to provide a strong, general basis for the

riparian area/wetland management program by:

1)

2)

3

continuing to inventory and monitor riparian areas,

improving the vegetation conditions on 6,320 acres of land “by
implementing special protective and restorative measures" (page 3-43), and

by maintaining or improving "riparian zones in the remainder of the
planning area* |page 3-43).

We have several concerns that we would like to have addressed in order to

achieve more detailed management guidance in the RMP. We suggest a thorough
description of how vegetation condition meets:
Management Policy "to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condition
for maximum long-term benefits”;
background statements: and 3} the Executive Ocder 11988 an 11990 (Floodplain
Management and Protection of Wetlands, respectively) requirements to preserve,
protect, and restore the natural functions of such areas.
specific standards/quidelines for Improvement and protection of condition?
How are the objectives oconsistent with CWa/WQS objectives?
any demonstration areas? Also, we ask that the Water Quality Control bivision
of the CDCH be informed of the priority areas of treatment so they can be
Bncarporated into the CWA Section 319 NPS assessment report.

1) the BIM Riparian Area

2) the riparian values noted in the Policy's

what are the

Are there to be

The Preferred Alternative either would or could allow various activities

in areas of riparian/wetland/ajuatic systems.

o

“ppproximately 4,000 acres of riparian zones would be opened to mineral
exploration” with lifting of existing mineral withdrawals (page 4-50).
Associated surface disturbance "would lead to increased sedimentation and
streambank instability on 25 stream miles of aquatic habitat" (page 4-53).

Some riparian areas would apparently be left “open to ORV use” and "would
be subject to degradation® (page 4-54).

Coal development could be considered (page 3-38).

Forest management activities would take place with up to 60 to 100 acres
of riparian vegetation being degraded (page 4-51).
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- adequate improvement and protection of multiple riparian values.

Consistency of the above management direction with existing-policies and
executive orders should be documented, We found the draft RMP/EIS to lack
sufficient criteria and standards for WOS/aquatic resource protection

(under the CWA and FLPMA) to be applied to management of the above

activities. Without such criteria and standards, for example, we support the
Conservation Alternative which would withdraw riparian zones from mineral entry
{page 4-32). Formulation of mitigation measures for impacts of coal )
development is mentioned on page 3-38. The final RMP/ELS should state BIM's
mitigation policies, e.g., avoidance, restoration, compensation, etc., for
riparian/wetland aquatic resource impacts. It appears that leaving some areas
open to ORV use contradicts the Preferred Alternative direction on page 3-43
under which most riparian areas would be improved with at least maintenance of
existing condition for the rest. . )

The action alternatives rely heavily on intensive grazing management to
improve riarian areas. We request more documentation of actual planned-
grazing management tools. This documentation should include more information
on experience in using grazing.management without riparian fencing to achieve

Table 2-5 lists 1,034 acres of riparian vegetation type. Much larger
amounts of riparian zones are mentioned elsewhere. What is the correct amount
‘_of riparian area? ' .

[Menitor ing and Evaluation

The draft RMP makes several references to mnitoring., RMP implementation
will be monitored (page 1-1). "Water quality . . . would be inventoried and
monitored” (page 3-29). The riparian zones would have intensive “aquatic
habitat" monitor ing (page 3-38). While we commend these planned initiatives,
we request that the document go farther in describing the comprehensive CWA
monitor ing program in an appendix or monitor ing chapter., The monitor ing
program (not plans for each activity) should include such information as:

(1) goals and cbjectives, (2) types of surveys {ambient, intensive) or
assessments to be used, (3) parameters to be monitored, (4) management and
environmental indicators (e.g., aquatic habitat, sediment deiivery), (5)
manitoring methodologies, (6) mechanisms for monitoring implementation and
adequacy of best management practices; (7} the person/position responsible for
monitoring, and (8) the feedback loop to achicve timely modification to
activities. Refer to our scoping letter for other components. It would
provide the basic framework for CWA monitoring (including WQS/beneficial uses)
in the Resource Area. However, there is no assurance that this monitoring
framework has been established. Groundwater menitor ing should also be "
inciuded as needed. The other agencies and public should be able to review
and comment on this framework in the FMP/EIS. The RMP direction would then be
applied in site-specific detail. The RMP monitoring program would help mecet
43 CFR Part 1610.4-9 requirements that the “proposed plan” establish
»intervals and standards" that “shall provide for evaluation to determine
whether mitigation measures are satisfactory”., We could not find the
»intervals and standards". What is the early warning system to document
existing violations or risk of potential violations of the CWA? Are there
going to be reference streams? Wwhen are the water quality inventories and
monitoring to be done (page 5-3)? How are they designed to document
protection of WQS beneficial uses, status, and trends?
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Even thaugk_| ogn;aliance with WQS is a planning criterion (page 1-5), it is
not clear what is included in implementation monitor ing regarding CWA/WQS
_comliamx-, and ajuatic resources.-

Areas of Critical Bwironmental Cancern (A(.‘F')Cs)

Tahle 3-8). It is our position that the ACECS should be the same (area and
size) for all action alternatives. Either they are or are not valid ACECs
mder_mm regardless of what the RMP/EIS alternative is. Management
practices may vary by alternative, however, in order to reach the same ACEC
protection cbjectives. Consequently, consistency with FLPMA requirements to
“give priority to the designation and protection™ of ACECS (Section °

292((:'_ (3}})is not clear. If areas where watershed; soils, WQS, wetlands,
riparian areas, or municipal water supply concerns were ‘cons:dered, what
management requirements will substitute for ACEC designation? wWe would like
to see an appendix that describes all potential ACECs recommended by BLM staff
or others, reasoning for not recommending any particular area (if any) in the
RMP/EIS, and any special management the area(s) may need. Also, we believe
that management plans (including inter-agency and public review) are needed
| for all ACECs; however, it is not clear that such plans are to be done.

ed Species

The preferred alternative would have a commendable intent to “Require
measures to protect T & E species, individuals, and habitats in plans for all
sur face dx;turbing activities” (page 3-43). However, this intent appears to
be contradicted in Chapter Four where statements are made that the preferred
alternative would "seriously accelerate destruction of the Uinta Basin
hockles; cactus" (a threatened species) in the North Delta ORV area, and
result in a “"loss of 10,000 acres of potential habitat for the Uinta Basin
hockiess cactus and Delta lomatium due to recreaticnal ORV use*

(pages 4-51 and 52). We would like to sec additional direction/documentation
for the RMP action alternatives for compliance with Endangered Species Act
requi{enmts for doing everything possible to conserve such species

l(Sectxons 2(c) (1) and 3(3})., We would like to see the impact analysis address
in more c?epth both indirect and cumulative impacts under 40 CFR Parts 1508,7
I_ancl 8 (‘.“th.a distinction between the two). For example, the section on
am_\ul.?txve impacts briefly addresses impacts to potential habitat, rather and
existing species and their habitat, Also, what is the basis for determining
priority of CRV use over protecting T & E and/or candidate or sensitive
species?

F( The RMP/EIS alternatives contain different ACEC recommendations

Threatened and End

Other Cancerns

‘The BIM states that there is some coordination with the State in locating
and identifying NPS “water pollutant sources"”, and that input to the State's
b%mmal water quality assessment under CWA Section 319 is made. We would
like to see an RWP/EIS implementation chapter or appendix recognize action to
be taken in response to existing/potential impairments identified in the
305 (b) assessment, and the inter-agency coordination and consultation strategy
for WQS-reldted programs. The RMP should identify procedures that will be
used to ensure consistency with water quality management plans for the area.
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The new Clean Water ACt amendments were passed in February 1987. A
primary ooncern is the new NPS control program (Section 313). BIM cannot
match other Pederal (EPA) dollars, but allottees, px ivate land owners, and .
pcivate organizations can and do plan to participate il"l the program. Same of
this work may be done on BLM lands. How will BLM participate in work on -
mixed-ownezship watersheds to improve water quality? BLM is asked to provide
an assessment of condition of their water bodies to the State as part of the
assessment phase of the Section 319 management program. additionally, the
State will be ideatifying in its Section 319 management program the rederal
programs/projects that it plans to review under Executive Order 12372 for .
consistency with the State’s NPS management program. BLM involvemen: in this
process should be described. The State of Colorado contact person for the NPS.
program is Greg Parsons in Denver (331-4756) .

We suggest that the implementation chapter or appendix list the specific
inventories, assessments, and management plans/projects to be done .
{in priority order) along with anticigated oosts and schedule_for.mmplenm.
Of particular concern to EPA to have included are: ms/gqqatlc life
assessments: watershed and related management plans: salinity control plans;
cooperative management plans; wetland and riparian area inventory and
management plans: and groundwater studies. We feel that the RYP/EIS should
address the commitment of the Resource Area office to annually request the
funds needed to implement these projects. mat %s__r_he linkage of the
budgeting process to implementation of RMp-identified projects?

Extensive site-specific project planning and impact @alysis/disclosuxje
under NEPA will be done under this broad RMP/EIS. We belleve_that there will
be a continuing need for public and other agency involvement in planning some
of these projects (rather than just having the analyses available in the BIM
office), The stategy for this involvement remains unclear and s?hould also be
addressed in more detail in an implementation chapter or appendix.
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STATE OF COLORADO  ROY ROMER. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

1313 Sherman S, Room 718, Denver, Colorada 80203 866-3311

Mined Lard Reclenatior
Duulor ot M'res
-1 ang Ger Corsenval 00 Com=ualan

November 5, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

Bureau of tand Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrase, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

State agencies have completed the review of the Draft Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. We
offer the following comments on the management alternatives and their
effects on the important resources of the area. .

Wildlife

From the perspective of wildlife and wildlife recreation, the
Diviston of Wildlife prefers the Canservation Alternative. This
alternative would best conserve and protect wilderness, wildiife
habitats, watersheds and recreational areas. This high level of natural
resource conservation 1s justified in light of the significant economic
values of wildlife and recreatton in western Colorado.

The Division, in cooperation with the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), has a bighorn sheep retntroduction program currently underway in
the Gunnison Gorge. The two agencies should make arrangements to
continue and emhance this program.

B The Gunnison Gorge area is a Gold Meda) fishery which should be
maintatned anc enhanced. Protection of the surrounding watershed and
assoctated resources are necessary to protect the fishery. The
Conservation Alternative emphasizes this protection; however, other
management options are available and should be considered if this
alternattve is not selected. .

L

Protection of the most critical wildlife habitats in the
Uncompahgre Resource Area, riparian areas and big game winter range, is
essential. The proximity-of BLM public lands to private lands at the
lower elevations maximizes available opportunities to enhance these
critical wildlife ranges. The Conservation Alternative will not consider
disposal of public lands. Rather, private land exchanges would be
emphasized to obtain crucial big game winter ranges, riparian zomes, and
waterfow! areas. Public access to public lands would be acquired.
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) The importance of riparian habitat warrants its careful analysis Wilderness
and management. The number of acres of riparian habitat is not [ ——
consistently referenced in the RWP. Riparian habitat ts shown as 1034 We support the recommendation in the plan of 21,038 acres of
24 acres (2-8), 6,320 acres (4-54), and 4000 acres (4-54). It is imperative Gunnison Gorge for wilderness designation. This land is a geologic
to analyze potential impacts on an accurate number of riparian acres. continuation of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison containing spectacular
waterfalls and offering outstanding fishing, hiking and river boating
- The DEIS lists the principal praposed riparian restoration challenges.
management actions as:
The Came) Back wilderness study area also has outstanding
1) 1imit forage utilization to 35% on 6320 acres (4-51); wilderness attributes. 1Its colorful deep canyons and mesas create vast
3 panoramic vistas and extensive recreation opportunities. As the DEIS
2) “intensive® grazing management on 5125 acres(4-51); states, mineral development in the area is unlikely over either the short
7 . or long term. This area appears deserving of designation although the
3) removal of grazing from March 1 to May 15 (4-54); and 136 Pivision of Wildlife 13 concerned that access for management and
recreation purposes be provided. At the same time, the proliferation of
4). reduction of livestock allocation by 200 AUMs on several roads similar to that which has occurred in nearby areas should be
grazing atlotments (4-54). avotded. e would Vike to see this issue cooperatively worked out to
’ . allow eventual designation of the Camel Back area.
The EIS should describe how each of these measures would contribute
to the restoration of riparian areas. For example, how will the Special Management Areas
reduction of 200 AUMs on seven allotments improve riparian areas? . 2pecta’ Management Areds
-Gral‘lng should be restricted in all riparian areas at all times of the'_ The EIS should present information on remnant or relict plant
119 year, since recruitment of native woody vegetation will be nonexistent in communities in the resource area. including those suitable for special
' riparian improvement areas unless grazing is removed. management consideration. Recent data indicate the presence of
high-quality riparian vegetation along the Uncompahgre River (T47N R8WS
Minerals and Energy Resources 32 NE1/4 SE1/4) and upland vegetation in Wells Gulch (T4S R 3E, portions
. y . ) of sections 18,19,20,30 and T14S R 93W, portions of sections 26 and 35).
The state has no significant disagreement with the preferred The Colorado Natural Areas Program will work with BLM to identify and
alternative with regard to mineral and energy resource development. The evaluate appropriate high quality vegetation sites for special management
N Mesa Verde coals in the Paonia area will ultimately be the most economic consideration.
to produce. The preferred alternative allows mining to occur in this
area. The Dakota coals which are thin and have not been economic to date r We recommend that each spectal management area contain information
are also reserved for future production 1f conditions warrant. and management provisions om all relevant alternative uses of the sites:
Reservation of the Gunnison Gorge area for wilderness will not 1) grazing, 2) ORV use, 3) camping-public access, 4) utility corridors
..significantly affect the ultimate coal production of the area. 28 and 5) mineral entry. TYhis 1s necessary to protect important features of
} each area. For example, livestock use in the proposed Escalante Canyon
There has been Iimited oi] and gas exploration in the area to 94 ACEC has severely degraded Sclerotactus glaucus (federal-threatened)
date. There ts methane potential in the Muddy Creek area near Paonia. populations, yet no special provistons for grazing are presented.
The preferred alternative allows development of these resources when L.
feasible. Finally, sand and gravi) in the Mancos shale area s surface The RMP should include discussion of the 1986 recommendations of
minable in the Adobe Flats area and the preferred alternative allows the BLM Geologic Advisory Group. Recommendations included the
production of this resource in the future. designation of 1800 acres of Chukar Canyon and recognition of the Ute
37 Indian fault zone within the proposed Gunnison Gorge recreation Area.
Recreation The E£IS should indtcate the proposed change in status for Needle Rock
: - from a BLM Research Natural Area to an nutslamﬁng Natural Area as
The discussion on recreation is very general and does not include supported by the advisory group.
53 information on the types and levels of current recreation use. This e
information would assist in assessing how well the preferred alternative water
respords to multiple use demands. Under the preferred alternative, 82 ===
percent of the resource area is open to offroad vehicle use, The plan r Any impact of coal management, locatable minerals management or ofl
67 should describe the demand for this use and tailor access to the area and gas management which would injure an adjudicated water right, will
accordingly, rather than allowing virtually unrestricted use and 36 have to be mitigated by 2 plan for augmentation approved in Water Court
corresponding impact throughout the entire area. pr‘lor to the occurrence of the injury.

. ‘ O R
. Rules requiring casing of o1l and gas wells and minera) test holes STATE OF COLORADO
'38 would help minimize aquifer mixing and ground water degradation.

Plugging and capping of test holes are governed by -the Colorade Mined COLORADO NATURAL ARlAS PROGRAM
Land Reclamation Rules and Regulations. Natutal Resource
bt . eel Room .'|B
Derer € oloraco 802
Threatened and Endangered Species Fone |::|°u°n:..0::.m
[ Lands having popuiations of federally threatemed or endangered
plant species should not be released from federal ownershi Populations
100 of clay-Toving wild buckwheat have been documented at bothpdispozal December 23, 1987 Conemmn”
tracts mentioned specifically on page 4.52. Descr1pHons of additional u‘:\uf‘:m etz
_qispasal tracts (3,890 acres) should be made available for, review. Mr. Gene Vecchia Faecutne Df,,,‘,,,,
— : Davd W aurr
104 Potenttal habitat for endangered plant species should be surveyed BuBenu of Land Management Progam Drecior
| before o011 and gas or mineral resource development occurs and avoidance 2505 South Townsend Avenue . . ’
trose, Colorado 81401
st‘ipulaHans applied to known populations. Threatened or endangered . Mon N g . . B
27 species in livestock or ORV areas should also be monitored to assess Dear Gene:
grazing impacts and loss due to ORV use or collecting. 1In particular, ’ . . i
the document should discuss how development of the North Delta ORV use
area will impact critical habitat for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus and col 1 want to correit and c:a;Hy the C‘;m"h submitted by the )
potential habitat of clay-loving wild buckwheat and Delta Tomatium. olorado Department of Natural Resources in the November 5, 1987 letter
L R for the Colorado Natural Areas Program on the draft Uncompahgre Resource
= Management practices should be implemented which enhance habitats Ares Management Plan and Environmenta) Impact Statement.
for special interest species which have been historically impacted.b
109 agricultural development in the Fruitland Mesa area, sucz aspsage y Informatfon contained in the special management areas section on
grouse. The Division of Wildlife will assist in identtfying such - page 3, paragraph 3 1s erroneous ... legal descriptions are wrong and the
| management practices. specific reference to Wells Gulch should be deleted. The first paragraph
in the special management areas sectien should read as follows:
and Tony cbreciate the omportunity to review your drat management plan The EIS should fndicate that a systematic survey for relict or
peration with BLM as decisions
implementing these plans are made. remnant plant communities has not been conducted in the Uncompahgre
Resource Area. A number of areas, tncluding several riparian
51 rely 103 sites, may qualify for future spectal management consideration.
’ The Colorado Matural Areas Program will work with BLM to identify
4_‘9 and evaluate appropriately qualified vegetation sites for special
IV/\(A/ A/ management . ¢
:E:ﬁ: gxeggt?lv-: Director 1 hope that this clarifies any confusion concerning our recom-
mendations. 1 apologize for sending you incorrect information. Please
DWD:nsh:7753 call me if you have any questions on our revised recommendations. Best
wishes for the new year.
cc: State Agency Reviewers Singerely,
N,
David W. Kuntz
Director
Colorado Natural Areas Program
DWK:dat:8441
COLORADO NATURAL AREAS COUNCIL
Onr Webh vire-Cras
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JOHN R. KAPPA
Attorney at Law

PO Box 790
Mantrose, CO 81402
(303)-249 4534

November 4, 1087

Mr. Robert E. Vecchila

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

RE: Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS and WTS

Gentlemen:

The City of Delta hereby submits the following comments
concerning the draft RMP/EIS and WTS for the Uncompahgre Basin

. Planning Area.

1. Generally the documents fall to adequately identify and
discuss the development of hydro power resources on the
Gunnison River and in the Gunnison Gorge as a specific
resource or planning issue, .

2. ‘The description in the discussion of the Gunnison Gorge WSA
on page 2-20 is devold of any analysis of potential power
projects. . .

3. The Wilderness Technical Supplement is totally inadequate and
inaccurate concerning 1ts analysis of hydro electric projects
within the Gunnison Gorge by making the following
unsubstantiated and erroneous assumptions.

A. Fconomic feasibility of these hydro projects 1s low,
B. The projects will not be developed.
£. The impact due to precluding development 1s negligible,

D. 1If the projects are developed, positive lmpacts will be
negligible.

4. The fallure to analyze the social and economic impacts of
wilderness designation 1s erroneous. Preclusion of hydro
power and water projects will have a dramatic adverse
economic effect.

DEL 2/15

71
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Mr. Robert Vecchle
Page 2
November 4, 1987

5. The discussion of City of Delta water rights decrees on the
Gunnison in the Gorge on pages 3-15 and 3~16 of the WTS is
incomplete hecause it does not recognize that the City's
decree 1s also for consumptive uses for municipal and
industrial purposes.

5. The discussion on page 3-16 of the WTS concerning the
alternative proposals for development 1s misleading. Such
proposals are belng considered in consideration with the
legislation to create a Black Canyon Natlonal Park and Wild
and Scenlc River. linder the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the
City of Delta 1s .entitled to jJust compensation for what .
amounts to a taking of 1ts water rights. The City has been
willing to discuss alternatives to development of 1ts project
in the context of the Black Canyon National Park proposal
because 1t recognizes that other benefits will accrue to the
City from that proposal. The amount of water proposed to be
traded to the City as compensation clearly demonstrates
(understated as it 1s) the considerable value of the City's
water rights.

7. The conclusion on page 4-12 of the WTS that the impact of not
being able to develop hydro electric power projects 1a
negligible 1s totally erroneous for the following reasons:

A. Notwithstanding the exception for presidential action,
wilderness designation will preclude any possibility of
developing the projects.

B. Wilderness designation will make it virtually impossible
for the City of Delta to perform the necessary due
diligence work in order to keep its conditional rights in
the Gorge. This will result in substantial detrimental
economic effects.

C. The City of Delta will lose the many thousands of dollars
it has invested already 1in these water rights and will
lose the potentilal benefits from the eventual development
of 1ts project.

D. The conditional water rights in and of themselves are
very valuable. Loss of these rights will allow projects
such as the City of Aurora's Transmountaln Diversion
Project to obtaln decrees for unappropriated water which
otherwlse may not be available. This will result in all
of the very substantial impacts related to such a ~
transmountain diversion project.

DEL 2/15

1o

Mr. Robert Vecchia
Page 3
November 4, 19R7

E. Such conditional rights have value to developers of water
rights who might want to develop other projects but need
to promote the priority of thelr rights by purchasing
rights such as the City of Delta and thereafter
abandoning them to the stream or transferring them. Such
value 1s eliminated by the Wilderness proposals.

8. The documents also ignore the fact that development of hydro
electric power would not carry with 1t many of. the adverse
environmental effects assoclated with coal or nuclear power.

Very truiy yours,

DELTA

N L—
Jphn R. Kappa’

Delta City Attporney

!

JRK/v1 s

DEL 2/15
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Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
BLM, Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue

Hontrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,
The Montrose District Advisory Council submits the following two
resolutions (as adopted October 29, 1987) for your consideration in the

RMP process.

RESOLUTION 1: The BLM should recommend that the Gunnison Gorge be
made a Wilderness Area to be administered by the BLM.

RESQLUTION 2: The BLM should adopt the preferred alternative after
revieving and resolving the following issues:

A. Tpe v}an should identify specific management measures for
riparian areas, and should better define riparian zones.

B.  Camelback and Adobe Badlands WSAs should be reconsidered for
wilderness recommendations.

c. More attention should be focused on managing future
increases in oft-road vehicle use.

The FHP s@ou]d identify trade-offs and show economic data
dealing with land and vater management proposals.

E. Study areas (natural, undisturbed ecosystems) should be
established.

F. The location of the proposed right-of-way corridor should be
given a closer look.

o

Sincerely,
-

TV A

- 4
Clay V; Bader, Chairman
Montrdse District Advisory Council
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121 tat o~ A Z/,e,c_.-..a,, E 1.5 ar L 1 have read your wilderness recommendations for three

desert -roadless area which is contained in your draft

/ZO/LLCW Soden Attt p Cne el Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan.

SIERRA CLUDB SOUTHWEST OFFICE

September 17,1987

Gene Vecchia

ANUAA” QAL The “ 20T . 1 would like to thank you for recormmending all 21,038
: 2 Z{ how ) f the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for
g 6 e acres o ; g i .
[7 Wilderness protection, This will help increase the chances
w00 AUMS of the Gunnison River to be considered as a Wild River under

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Because this area will be

protected as a wilderness, thousands of visitors will still

.
be able to enjoy the beauty and the recreational benefits of
] ‘M bt W ©  this area in the future. )
ZAA. G we "treo -

1 do feel that the BLM needs to reconsider

o M W/AL-\, recommendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as a

wilderness. I do no: understand the BLM's approach to their
ideas ofmanagement of a shrinking resource such as

5 y . { wilderness. Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are just a few of
= B : . y
. 68 the potential wildernesses left on the plateau. According
. to BLM's reports, there are ahsolutely no resource conflicts
2 - 136 with wilderness desiqnation in these areas. In Camel Back,

BLM has mentioned that there are no timber or mineral
conflicts. There are four dry oil and gas wells which has
been drilled nearby Adobe Badlands, which indicates a low
potential for minerals. Both areass contain many species af
plants and animals which are considered endangered under old
mangement. There is no telling how many more species will
become endangered in the near futurce if nothing is done to
protect them.

13 14

68 I fecl that the BLM needs to reconsider their . ) . )_\'C) 5. o A
136 xeco“e::at ons that the Camel Back and Adnbe Badlands as -a- ‘:—) o o :\'- ~

non- wilderness area. ) ' . mﬂ*\“csa N (,C, N laa®
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THE COLORA_DO ARCHAEOQOLOGICAL SOCIETY
L4
Publishons of Soathwestorn Lore

October 20, 1967

Gene Vecchié

RMP Team Leader

Bureau cof Lanc Management
2505 S, Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81404

Dear Mr. vecchia,

1 reﬁresent the Chipeta Chapter of the Colorado Archaeological Society,
and presented verbal comments on the BLM's Draft RMP for the Uncompahgre Basin
at the September 29, 1987 hearing in Montrose. 'I won't repeat verbatim what 1
said that evening since it is part of the official record, but would like to

) make additional comments on several key points.

The members of the archaeological community in the Montrose area are
extremely concerned about the current rate of destruction of :archaeological
resources. The law enforcement approéch to cultural resource management has
limited value. Innovative approaches must be developed,and public education

concerning cultural rescurce appreciation and preservation should receive
high pricrity. The Draft RMP, Preferred Alternate takes tne rignt, first step,
but much were can be done. Some recormendations are listed below.
Cenduct an intensive archaeological resource survey on BLM lands

between Highway 90 and Roubideau Creek.

2) Publish a booklet that interprets the prehistory of the Uncompahgre
C,o\oro.é_o Mo fain C\'“\\O 124 8asin based on archaeologicai studies done in the ares. The booklet
Com-'xru&\—\' cr C-\\C\\(“ should be easy-tc-read, well-illustrated, include reasoning for
o e Loestn .‘b\cec_
15 — 16
resource preservation and be sold for a nominal fee t.o cover the
cost of printing. colorado
124 3) An interpretive prehistory display should be assembled with repre- gg\éll%bongﬁemcal
y

sentative types of artifacts from the basin and include photographs,
charts and resource preservation information. The display could be
housed at the Ute Museum, Montrose County Historical Museum or.othér
high-profile facility.

4) Develop presentation that could be shown to tourists, local civic
groups and schools on archaeological topics.

5) Actively pursue mitigation of damaged archaeological sites,

6) Involve local groups interested in prehistoric and historic resources
with the implementation of the above recommendations.

7} Patrol areas that contain high site densities and monitor site

— damage and conditions.
125 [ 8) Restrict ORV use in high site density areas to existing jeep roads
and close jeep roads that aren't necessary.
In conclusion, I would like to emphasize that the BLM has a timely
Oppurtunity to address the cultural resource management problem. Your
decisions concerning the RMP will set the tone for future generations and
hopefully preserve the unique cultural resources of the Uncompahgre Basin. .

Sincerely,

Bill Harris
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Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

October 23, 1987

Dear Mr, Vecchia,

I would like to make comments on behalf of the Colorado Environ-
mental Coalition in regards teo the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan. The Colorado Environmental Coalition was formed
in 1965 to work for protection of Colerado's environment. The
organization has 40 member groups with a combined membership of
over 35,000 people.

ererall, we found the plan to be very vague, It did not really
quantify the impacts. The plan uses subjective terms, such as
"substantial,® "potentially improve," etc. instead of quaqtifed
data. We view these subjective comments on impacts as being
poorly conceived and we want actual numbers to allow the public
to better understand the impacts.

Coal

[One of the most disturbing aspects of the preferred alternative's
coal leasing proposal is the area open to coal leasing. 83,334
acres are open to further leasing consideration. Under the
current management alternative, which we would more readily
support, the acreage open to coal leasing would be 20,737 acres.
This is a much more realistic figure considering current and
foreseeable market trends. This would also allow for better
protection of the environmental quality of the North Fork Valley
because the BIM could select the areas, which would be the least
harmed by coal production, for further consideration.

[The Plan found only 569 acres of land out of the 83,396 acres in
the coal planning units to be unsuitable for further leasing
consideration using the unsuitability criteria. This is obvious-
ly a very narrow interpretation of the unsuitability criteria,
Substantial acreage in the North Pork drainage should be found
unsuitable on the Scenic Areas criterion alone. Alluvial valley
floors are also located in the coal leasing area. It would seem
to be appropriate that the EIS devote a section or an appendix to

the lands that have been eliminated from further consideration

1
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under the unsuitability criteria, and explain the methodology
used for determining unsuitability. This is one of the few RMPs
where the reader is not provided with this basic information. A
good example of where an area should have been found unsuitable
under the Scenic Areas criterion is the higher elevations of the
|adobe Badlands WSA, This badlands area is obivously one of the
most scenic areas in the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area. A
reevaluation of the unsuitability criteria obviously needs to
| occur in the Pinal EIS.

Ghe plan inadequately addresses multiple-use trade-offs. The
only discussion of multiple-use trade-offs occurs on page 1-9,
stating "These multiple-use trade-off determinations are made
during the RMP-EIS process.” It appears that the only multiple-
use trade-offs made were by letting uses other than c¢oal produc-
tion occur on lands that did not contain producable coal re-
serves. An example of a BLM Resource Management Plan that did
.Jexamine multiple-use trade-offs is the North Dakota RMP and EIS,
We recommend that you take a close look at this document when
Lgreparinq the final EIS.

r;he Federal Coal Management Program EIS of 1979 also requires
that thresholds be established on impacts to a variety of other
resources. Since this concept was not superceded by anything in
the 1984 Supplement to the EIS, it is still in effect. We
maintain that the RMP must address thresholds particularly for
_!ildlife and socioeconomic capabilities of the surrounding area.

[The Secretarial Issue Document of 1986 requires that the RMP
assess the coal development potential of the area. The reason
that this should be covered in the RMP is so that leasing levels
can be in line with demand levels. The Uncompahgre Basin RMP
states on page 4-44 that "The possible leasing of up to 5,730
million tons of coal woul@ far exceed demand over the life of
this plan as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison
counties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal
production forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7,35 million
tons for the years 1990 to 2000.* The plan continues on page 4-
45 to state that "this [preferred) alternative is not anticipated
to impact coal production levels over the life span of the plan.”
The Plan blatantly ignores the realistic coal development
potential of the area, and needs to be reworked.

=

—
The Secretarial Issue Document (1986) also requires the BLM to
give "increased emphasis" to six criteria that other agencies,
the OTA, and public interest groups wanted added to the 20 un-
suitability criteria. Among these other criteria are effects
coal mining will have on wetlands/riparian habitat, sole-source
aquifers, lands adjacent to Class I air quality areas,
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reclaimability and buffer zones around National Park Service
areas. None of these criteria were examined thoroughly in the
Plan. 1In fact, the plan only briefly mentions riparian areas and
makes the following statement in regards to aquifers on page 4-

and locatabic

ng of coal and locatable minerals could result in

the permanent and irreversible loss of ground water though diver-

sion and subsidence,” which we find totally unacceptable. Ba-

sically, the BIM needs to conduct not only a much more thorough

investigation into these six criteria, but alsoc into the entire
federal coal management program in the Resource Area.

0il and Gas

[ The section’ on 0ii and gas impacts is inadequate. The court case
of Connors v, Burford states "comprehensive analysis of cumula-
tive impacts on several oil and gas activities must be done
before a single activity can proceed.” The Preferred Alternative
of the Plan dedicates only seven paragraphs to the impacts of oil
and gas leasing and only one of those paragraphs deals with
cumulative impacts. No leasing was recommended only for the
Gunnison Gorge, an area recommended for Wilderness. No Surface
Occupancy was recommended for the Needle Rock Outstanding Natural
Area. It appears that the BIM has chosen toc ignore its legal
mandate under Connors v. Burford. Another section of judge's
decision is applicable here, stating that federal agencies "have
intiated a pattern of procrastination, not examination of envi-
ronmental concerns." The BLM is capable of doing an adequate job
|_of assessing impacts, so why not do it?. The Plan should also
mandate that all ACECs and other natural areas receive for a
minimum No Surface Occupancy stipulations.

Tract Disposal

r-mhe BLM has,not outlined sufficient criteria for determining
‘tracts available for disposal. This can be seen through some -of
the tracts slated for disposal such as the West Dallas Creek
tract (T.44 N. R.5 W, Sections 4 & 9), This area receives heavy
recreational use and is located on a county highway., The tract
is located on one of the main access points to the Mt, Sneffels
Wilderness Area, and obviously should be slated for retention.
Another poor selection as a disposal tract is the Baldy Peak Area
{T.45 N, R.8 W, Section 36), Baldy Peak is a former Wilderness
Study Area, which has the potential to be a future addition to
the Big Blue Wilderness Area, The Muddy Creek tracts above
Paonia Reserveoir also have heavy recreational use. The tract
provides important public access points along Colorado Highway
133.

Obviously, the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area has not devised
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adequate criteria for determining tract disposal. The Grand
Junction RMP included 17 criteria which would automatically
warrant retention of the tract. The criteria are as follows:

l. Wilderness areas and wilderness study areas

2. National conservation areas

3. wild and scenic rivers and wild and scenic study rivers

4. National or historic trails

5. Natural or research natural areas -

6. Designated areas of cultural or natural history

7. Designated areas of critical environmental concern

8. Designated wild horse preserves

9, Other congressionally designated areas

10. Threatened or endangered species habitat areas

11, Riparian habitat areas

12, valuable recreation areas

13, Wetland Areas as defined in Executive Order 11990 5/77

14, Flood plain . areas (100 year) as defined in Executive
Order 11988 5/24/77

15. Large blocks of land that are suitable for multiple use
management

16. Lands containing water sources with valid existing water
rights held by the BIM

17. Critical big game winter range

There are also criteria for areas with high mineral potential.

We maintain that the criteria used . in the Grand Junction RMP is

much more useful and thorough than the 5 criteria used in the

Uncompahgre RMP presented on page .1-6.

Changes in Management Prescriptions

We recommend the following changes in the mandates for the pre-
' ferred management prescriptions, in addition to the comments made
through the rest of the letter:

The D-6 management prescriptior should include a recommendation
to acquire land in Red Canyon in order to have a more logical and
ecologically sound boundary for the proposed Gunnison Gorge
Wilderness Area.
We commend the BLM on realizing the significancé of the Riparian
areas within the Resource Area, but feel the agency has not gone
far enough in insuring the protection of riparian areas in the
plan. The D-9 prescription needs to allow the agency to imple-
ment a policy which will improve the quality and vitality of ri-
[ parian areas. We support stricter limits for' livestock use in
these fragile areas, since livestock is probably the single

greatest cause of deterioration of riparian habitat. The Plan,
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however, must address the site specific impacts of coal develop-
. ment on riparian and aquatic areas as required in the Secretarial
Issue Document (1986). Mineral development can also have signi-
ficant impact of riparian areas, thus this mineral development
(including oil and gas as well as coal) should be minimized.

Fhe oppose the ski area proposed for Storm King Mountain under the
D-10 management prescription. The D-10 area should be managed
for elk habitat, and timber harvesting should be prohibited.
Storm King is not only fantastic elk habitat, it is also an
important scenic vista for much of the upper ,Uncompahgre Valley.
The natural character of the area should alsc be maintained for
this reason,

We have serious concerns for the resource uses which would be
permitted in the D-12 and D-13 management prescriptions.
Escalante Canyon is being recommended for an.Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and Fairview is being recommended for a
Research Natural Area because of their outstanding biological
characteristics. It is amazing that the BIM realizes the signi-
ficance of these areas, but allows potentially destructive ac-
tivities to these lifeforms to occur in the areas. The BLM
should prohibit grazing in all ACECs, RNAs, and ONAs. Livestock
have the ability of destroying the rare plants that are found in
these areas, A Mineral withdrawl should alsoc be placed on the
areas to prevent potentially destructive mining and the possible
converting of important lands to private lands using the claim
and patent system. A No Surface Occupancy stipulation should
placed on all oil and gas leases which may cover the area to

L protect-the areas from damage due to oil and gas development.
The BIM should also strictly control recreation especially in
Escalante.Canyon ACEC. Camping and bathing should be banned,
Uncontrolled recreational use can also damage the endangered
plant species.

Wilderiess

The Colorado Environmental Coalition supports the designation of
the Camelback, Adobe Badlands and Gunnison Gorge as Wilderness.
All three areas easily qualify for Wilderness protection and are
deserving of designation,

Gunnison Gorge

The, Gugnison Gorge is one of the premiere primitive recreational
areas in the state. The area receives substantial boating,
hiking and fishing use. Gunnison Gorge is immediately downstream
from the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument's Wilder-
ness area, and would make an excellent addition to this area.
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The Gunnison River has also been recommended for Wild River
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act through the
Gorge. The Gunnison Gorge is obviously one of the highest candi-
dates for wilderness protection in the state of Colorado.

Adobe Badlands

These Mancos Shale badlands, located just a few miles north of
Delta, are among of the most scenic places in the resource area.
The badlands provide excellent vistas and are habitat for the
endangered Uinta Basin hookless cactus. Since four oil and gas
wells have been drilled near Adobe Badlands and all have been
dry, the area al has low oil and gas development potent1a1
Other confl s designation are also low. . The
BLM states in the plan that it 1ntends to prohibit off .road
vehicle use in the area. If designated as wilderness, Adobe
Badlands would diversify Delta's recreational opportunities and
improve its tourist economy. The BIM does not really have a
rationale for not recommending. the Adobe Badlands for wilderness,

and needs to reevaluate this decision.

Camelback

rbamelback has absolutely no conflicts to Wilderness designation.
Wilderness designation would be compatible with the current
management of the area., The Uncompahgre Plateau is one of the
major landforms of western Colorado, but not one acre of it has
been designated Wilderness. Although officials of the BLM have
often claimed that Dominguez Canyon proposed wilderness to the
north of Camelback is almost identical to Camelback, we have
found the areas to be quite different., Camelback has a much
greater diversity of rock formations that are not present in
Dominguez Canyon, making the areas look much different.

Camelback contains habitat for the endangered spineless hedgehog
cactus and the rare Grand Junction milkvetch. The area is being
considered for desert bighorn sheep reintroduction and for im-
provement of its riparian habitat in this plan. Both of. these
activities would be consistent with wilderness designation.
Camelback is rare among BLM Wilderness Study Areas in that it
also has a well developed network of trails making the area ideal
for backcountry recreational use, The BLM has obviously erred in
its recommendation of Camelback and should support the area for
Wleerness designation,

ORV Use

in the plan, The prospect of having 82% of the resource area

(-The BIM has not effectively dealt with Off Road Vehicle (ORV) use
open to uncontrolled ORV use is frightening. We support substan-
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tial reductions in the amounts of land, where ORV use would be
pezmxtted It is especially disturbing to see the D-8 management
prescription (geared to ORV use) being located in habitat for the
endangered Uinta Basin hookless cactus. This is obviously in
violation of the Endangered Species Act. The plan admits that
ORV use will have substantial adverse impact on soils, water, and
vegetation. Much greater restraints must be implemented for ORV

Eie.
vtility Corridors

Al:hough existing utility corridors were described in the plan
(p. 2-24), no information was provided on where new utility
corridors would be permitted. We support delineation of where
ultility corridors would be permitted. Restriction should be
placed on all Wilderness Study Areas, Outstanding Natural Areas,
Ressarch Natural Areas, and Areas of Critical Environmental Con-

cern prohibiting utility corridors.

- Threatened and Endangered Species

It appears from the lack of information in the plan that the BLM
has not conducted a survey of its lands to identify areas which
contain threatened and endangered species., The BLM should in-
clude in the plun a mandate for conducting a study for not only
threatened and endangered species habitat but alsc to identify

remnant plant communities. Provisions should be made to amend

“the plan when this information has been collected.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the plan, and hope

that the agency will be responsive to our suggestions. Dramatic
changes need to occur in order to make this plan acceptable,

Sincerely yours,

;4{44/
erk Koepse
public Lands Coordinator

1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 404 « Denver, Colorado 80295
303/860-0099

October 29, 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

2502 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401:

Dear Mr. Vecchita:

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Association (RMOGA), I would
11ke to offer the following comments on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). RMOGA 1s a
trade association with hundreds of members who account for more than 90% of the
oil and gas exploration, production and transportation activities in the Rocky
Mountain West., Consequently, we review all draft plans 1in this region to
determine whether they provide equitable and reasonable treatment of mineral
resources.

We would 1ike to commend the BLM on 1ts preparation of a clear, concise
Draft RMP and EIS. We believe the plan as proposed represents a balanced
approach te land management planning which adheres to the multiple-use concept
mandated by Bureau policy. Moreover, the BLM's decisions are readily displayed
and are easily understood by the reader. The use of ol and gas stipulations to
protect other resource values appears to be reasonable, unbiased, and not
designed to unduly constrain oil and gas activities in favor of other values.

We are disturbed by the lack of information displayed in the OEIS regarding
o1l and gas activities. We believe that in order to have a totally defensible
document, the BLM must include a general description of what is involved when
oi) and gas activities are conducted on pubiic lands. - Specifically, the
procedures and regulations which industry and the BLM must comply with regarding
leasing, exploration and production activities should be generically discussed
in the document 1tself, or in an appendix. Such discussion informs the public
on how ofl and gas activities are allowed to occur on public lands, and the
process by which such activities are mitigated and approved.
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Mr. Robert Yecchia

RMP Team Leader

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
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In conclusion, RMOGA supports the Preferred Alternative as proposed by the
BLM. However, we beljeve it 4s critical for the BLM to adopt our recommendation
to 1include a general discussion of what takes place during oil and gas
activities, and the procedures by which these activities are allowed to occur

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments. If you have any

questions or would 1ike to discuss our comments in greater detall, please do not
hesttate to contact us

Sincerely,

/,::,.>~144_ (:<7‘9J —
Jess Cooper

Executive Vice President

JC:ew
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Laxewood. Colorado

MINERALS
EXPLORATION
COALITION

Minerais Advocate
In Pudhc Poicy

LC ise’

Wasninglor: Representatve
L Coutiand Lee
3814 West Stroar
Box 195 Landover, Maryiang 20785
- 767 South Xenon Court . . (301) 3225762 -
- Lakewooa, Calorado 80228 .
(303) 2324310

Maung Aodress

october 29, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Tean Leader

Bureau of lLand Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
¥ontrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

The following cozments constitute the response of the Minerals Exploration
Coalition (MEC) to the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The MEC represents companies and
individuals engaged in exploration for locatable minerals on the federal
lands.

The MEC supports the management goals of multiple use, giving consideration
to all renewable and nonrenewable resources, including minerals.

We do not belleve that sufficient minerals data has been collected or
weight given to mineral resources to allow falr consideration of minerals
in the management plan.’ Without a complete set of data on the mineral re-

sources showing the location and extent of past and current mineral pro-

_______ pre
ductjon and potential for future exploration and production, the impartance
of these minerals to the citizens of Colorado and the United States cannot
be recognized . While the areas of past mineral production and areas with
potential for future production are mentioned in a general way on pages 2-3
and 2-4 a map showing location and extent of these areas was not prepared.
No rating of the mineral potential is shown for areas out:.de the WSAs.
Within the WSAs, maps showing the location of the areas rated is lacking.

The absence of mineral data in comparison with the dara on other resources
is particulariy evident when one considers the economic data shown in Table
T-1, Appendix.T, page A-19. This table shows that, except for government,
minerals provide the largest source of personal income to the citizens of
the region. Detailed information for some resources is included in the
appendix but not for minerals: How can the largest source of non-government
income be omitted? :

The Minerals Exploration Coalition opposes the inclusion of areas of high
and moderate mineral potential in wilderness areas because the opportunity
to explore for and produce minerals is prohibited in wilderness arcas,
except wherc prior existing rights can be shown. The boundaries of the
wilderness study areas that include moderate of high mineral potential
should be changed to exclude the mineralized areas or the WSA should not

‘'be reconmended for wilderness designatioa.
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The Geology, Energy and Minerals (GEM) reports are cited as the basis for
the determinations of mineral potential in the WSAs in the wilderness
supplement. No reference is made to the required mineral surveys conducted
by the U. S. Geological Survey and U. S. Bureau of Mines. The USGS-USBM
minersls information should be available before wilderness decisions are
made.

To show that mineral activities will be allowed on most (génerally in ex-
cess of 30 percent) of the land, thereby implying that most of the miner—
alized land will open, is misleading when considering the lands to be with-
drawn under the various alternatives. Minerals are unevenly distributed,
therefore, without specific information on the location of the minerals
one cannot determine the impact on the mineral industry of these proposed
withdrawals.

We have not made a select of our preferred alternative because without
adequate minerals we cannot make an intelligent choice.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.
Sincerely,

John D. Wells, .

President
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Rotert E. Vecchla . .
RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 8140!

Dear Sic:

The Auaudcn Society of Westerrn Colorado appreclates the
cpportunity to comment on the Uncompahgre Basin RMP anc
ZIS. We offer the fcilowing comzents and suggestions:

1. We belleve the conservation alternative rather than the
preferres ajiternative would petter serve the nationa!
interest in almos:t every detail. We appiaud your decisions
whicn incorporate elements of the consecvation alternative
Into the preferrea altecnative.

2. The conservation alternative recommends a wilcecness
cdesigrnaticn for the Adopbe Badiand WSA and for the Camel! Back
WSA. put the preferrecd alternative does nct include th:s
recommencation. We be.:eve this omission is a mistake. We
suppart any action which wil! enhance the preservation of
wilderness values. as this des:gnaticn would. The economic
agvantages gained =y nci designating these areas as .
wilcerness are shor:t-term anc negligable In comparison.

3. If trhe Camel Back area is not to be aesignatec as
wiligerness, cff-roac vehicle use in the area should ce

pron:d:tec nevertheless. The EIS states that CRV use woulg
be the primarcy cause of cecline in wilcerness values under
tre pref ea alternative This alternatlve preovices enough

area fcr CRY use without allowing such use to cestrcy the
ve of tne Camel Back WSA.
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Tre preferred alternative alsc a:ms tc "
cisturba i area to enhance hazitat for
introcuction cf bighorn sneep; allowing ORV use woul'c
cestainly hamper this goal.Further, a!though the preferrec
alternative provides for pighcrn habitat management, !t
fails to allocate forage for these animals. This failure
coulc easily lead to the fallure of the re-introductlon.

4. The preferred alternative for the Camel Back area is
contfusing. The map for this alternative seems to label the
area "0-i," which "woula be managed to improve vegetaticn
concditions and forage availability for livestock grazing."
The qescripti of Managerment Unit D-1, under the
suc-heacing "Soiis anc Water Resources," states that
“non-conflicting erosion control op,ectives, proects ana
mjitigating measures wouicC be incorporated.” The
"Comparison of Rliernatives' chart , however, states that
the plar !s to ge the Came:!: Bacx area with emphasis on
ariansaquat ySiem management, wildiife ha at e}
livestock grazing." We hope that the real! prior y is that
describea ir this chart (if a wiiderness degignation :s not
forthcoming). At any rate, the designation needs to be
ciarified.

5. The preferred alternative takes the second-best
approachk to maraging the Adobe Badlands area nortn of Delta.
it is wise toc put soi! erosion contro. as the primary
obyective. derness designation for the WSA wlthin the
area, however. wou!d also meet that cktjective and would
proctect wilderness values as well.

&. The W] ! ipEi states that “the
Prcposea Action is pased on an overali evaluation of
wilderness values. analysis of conflicts with other
resources, consideration of social anc economic factors. and
consistency with other pians." HNone of these evaluations.
analyses, or considerations are discussed in the RMP. it is
impossibie for the pud!ic to provide acequate input on RMP
cecis the pases fcr these gecisions are unknown.

An ana B the a.ternatives, such as that proviged .n
the USFS RARE Il EIS, woulc be most helpful. Because the
“rncompahgre Basir plan ccntains no sucnh analys:s, it seems
reasonable to request an amencment that inciudes this
information and timé tor the public to respona to it.

Sincerely yours,

oot it

Richarc Levad
Conserva:.cn Committee .
Aududon Society of Western Csloraco
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Sierra Club

Rocky Mountain Chapter

... 7O EXPLORE, ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATION'S
FORESTS, WATERS, WILOLIFE AND WILDERNESS ... E . .
i . )

Rloect B Vecchia

Bureaw ot hand Planagement )
Un wpa,‘t\%«i Resource Avea
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Noutrose , o, 14O
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Dear Sie- .
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fevels 1 Y Upper Colovudo Ruer Bagin,as well as sedument.
The docament covvectly stufes that abbout hal ot e dissolved
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2239 E, Colfax Avenue, Denver, CO 80206 303 /321-8292
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November 4, 1987

ROBERT E. VECCHTA, RM? TEAM LEADER
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Arca
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

FROM: DELTA COUNTY LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION
John Botti, President -
R. 1 Box 14
Crawford, CO 81415
SUBJECT: UNCOMPAHCRE BASIN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - COMMENTS

The Delta County Livestock Assocjation is in agreement that the Camel Back,
the Adobe Badlands and the Gunnison Gorge should contirue to be managed
as they now are by the BLM and prefer the no action alternative.

The 10,402 acre Camel Back'area should continue, as it now is, under mul-
tiple use management. The area does not have the suitability’ for a Wilder—
ness designation. The management plan now implemented is working well

and the vegetation has already increased along the Roubideau River and
Potter and Momitor Creeks.

For several months each year these streams are dry. Damage by flash flood-
ing governs plant growth along stream beds, not grazing by livestock. Be-
cause of the terrain, this area is subject to several flash floods each
vear. :

Introducing big horn sheep into the area would only compete with the leer
and elk now using thesc winter ranges. Private lands would be overrun by
these animals needing forage in the winter.

The 630 AUMs allocated for livestock grazing should remain unchanged.

11!

Neither is the Adobe Badlands suitable for Wilderress. All these natural
resources should be utilized under multiple use and the 878 AUMs allocated
to livestock grazing should remain the same. :

The Gunnison Gorge should also continue under multiple use. Proper manage-
ment increases riparian habitat. The 662 AUMs currently allocated for
livestock grazing should not change.

One reason these lands are bheing suggested as Wilderness Areas is because
the rancher appreciates the land and its value to the area. Thus they
have properly utilized and managed them in cooperation with the BLM.
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Sierra Club .

Rocky Mountain Chapler

" .. TO EXPLORE. ENJOY AND PRESERVE THE NATIONS
FORESTS, WATERS, WILDLIFE AND WILDERNESS.

November 3, 1987
Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2503 South Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Gene:

Enclosed are comments for the Rocky, Mountain Chapter of the Sierra
Club on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and EIS,
and thae accompanying Wilderness Technical Supplament. (WTS). The
Sierra Club currently has over 8,302 members in Colorado, many of whom
make recreational use of the public lands administered by BLM in the
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area.

WILDERNESS

The Sierra Club has sevaral generic concerns with BLM s analysis of
wilderness resources in the DEIS and WIS. A major concern appears on
the very first page of the WTS (5-1) where BLM notes that “multiple-
use management would continue® with non-wilderness designation of
Came! Back WSA. Is BLM aware that wildernaess, and thae resources it
protects, is a form of multiple use? Is BLM aware that the Wilderness
Act itself (Section 4(a) (1) of PL 88-577) specifically amends. the
Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act to note that wilderness is no

inconsistent with multiple-use ? .

_Another concern centers on the presentation of information. Nowhere
is any rationale given for BLM s wilderness recommendations, some of
which seem to fly in the face of reality. It would traemendously
improve the ability of the public to intelligently comment on BLM's
management proposals if we had .some inkling of the thinking behind
these proposals.

The Sierra Club strongly endorses the BLM's preferred alternative
recommending all of Gunnison Gorge WSA for wilderness designation.
Wilderness designation will greatly enhance BLM's previous
recommendation of the Bunnison River through the WSA for Wild and
Scenic River protection, and will also provide added impetus to
ongoing efforts to secure legislation that formally designates both
the river as Wild and Scenic and the WSA as wilderness.

2239 E. Colfax Avenue, Denver, CO 80206 303/ 321-8292
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—bLH'n unsuitable recommendation for Camel Back WSA, howsver, appears
to us to be without merit. The Wilderness Technical Supplement makes
clear that thers are no resource development conflicts with' timber or
mineral resources. Similarly, the current inaccessibility of the arsa
has thus far insulated it from significant conflicts with'ORV use. On
the other hand, there is an impressive array of wilderne dependent
values present in the WSA, as BLM itself has noted. Th include
crucial big game winter range, habitat for threatened and endangered
species such as golden and bald eagles as well rare plants and
plant associations, a substantial perennial str the Ben Lowe Cabin
historic site, stunning scenery, and uncommon geologic features such
as hoodoos. By anyone's definition, Camel Back has all of the
requisite requirements for a wilderness, and few conflicting resource
demands. The area also faces likely future degradation of its
wilderness values without wilderness designation, as the WTS notes, in
the form of intrusions by DORVs such as all-terrain-vehicles. - All of
these, coupled with the excellent manageability of the area due to 1ts
compact topographic boundaries, indicate that BLM should recommend
Camel Back as suitable for wilderness designation.

One particularly unique aspect of Camel Back is its position as an
integral part of the longest intact roadless drainage on the entire
Uncompaghre Plateau. The 7 or B miles of Roubidedu Creek within the
WSA, when combined the 15 miles of undeveloped canyon on the adjacent
upstream National Forest, make this drainage the only continuous,
roadless drainage that comprises the full range of ecosystems present
on the Uncompahgre Plateau, from the aspen-spruce forests of the
divide to.the sparse desolation of the uplands above the:lower
canyon. How does BLM consider the value of a unit such as Camel Back
which is unique 1n its contribution to protecting an entire
ecosystea?.. Surely, ecosystem protection is one of the greatest
priorities of the National Wilderness Preservation System, arid Camel
Back is.a rarity 1n providing such ¢ distinctive opportunity on a
_}andfnrm (the Uncompahgre Plateau).uhich currently has no designated
wilderness. MHas BLM taken the non-wilderness designation of the
Roubideau RARE 11 area to mean that Congress opposas_ wilderness
protection for this drainage? 1f BLM has, then it is in vioclation of
Congressional intent as spelled out in the committee report which

accompanied the 1988 Colorado Wilderness Act.

The only potential conflict with wilderness designation of Camel Back
that was identified at public hearings was with livestock grazing,
primarily over the issue of finding additional water sources for
livestock outside of the Roubideau Creek riparian area. First of all,
the Sierra Club strongly supports the reduction in forage utilization
to 35 percent on 1,480 acres of riparian zones in the WSA (WTS at 2-
2). It 1s obvious to even the most casual observer that the Roubideau
Creek riparian zone has been thoroughly trashed by livestock use.. The
ranchers present at the Montrose hearing indicated that they thought
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this would be a hardship on them, though it might be easily
implemented through more active management of the livestock herds in
the riparian zone rather than simply leaving the livestock to slowly
drift along the creek. Some of these ranchers also indicated that
this hardship could be greatly relieved if additional water sources
[ were made available on Winter Mes. 1f, indeed, the primary conflict
with wilderness designation of Camel Back is the issue of grazing in
the riparian zone of Roubideau Creek (though this does not appear to
be the case since BLM is proposing a reduction even in the no .
wilderness alternative), then BLM would be remiss in not considering
an alternative in the WTS that proposes wilderness designation for the
majority or all of the WSA while providing for additional water
sources for, livestock on Winter Mesa. Will BLM consider such an
| _alternative? -

What is the meaning of the statement that grazing allocation in Camel
Back will be reduced from 680 AUMs to 4680 AUMS, “which would be
managed under an intensive grazing systea®? Does BLM intend to
him;:olemenl: an HRM intensive grazing system for these allotments?

The Sierra Club supports wilderness designation for Adobe Badlands
WSA. As with Camel Back, there are no substantive reasons for BLM's
nonsuitable recommendation given in the DEIS or WTS. Mineral, timber,
livestock grazing, and ORV conflicts are all minimal. or nonexistent.
Wilderness designation of Adobe Badlands would greatly enhance the
diversity of the National Wilderness Preservation System by
incorporating an area of Mancos Shale badlands. In the other
instances in Colorado where BLM has had the opportunity to protect an
example of such an ecosystem, most notably in McKenna Peak WSA and
\_thtle Bookcliffs WSA, BLM has similarly failed to act on behalf of
wilderness diversity. Is there any inherent reason why Mancos .Shale
| _badlands are unsuitable as wilderness that BLM has not told us?

coAaL

’_The DEIS does not seem to offer much of a range in the alternatives
for future coal leasing. With the exception of the current management
alternative, all of the alternatives propose the same amount of
acreage available for future leasing (+/- 58 acres). This seems
particularly inappropriate since the RMP/DEIS notes at 1-9 that the
RMP-EIS process is when multiple-use trade—off determination is to be
made. It is hard to believe that in the Conservation Alternative, for
example, that development of coal ocutweighs other resources as often
as it does in the production alternative. While BLM may have actual
control over only the minerals on these lands, BLM cannot ignore the
impact that coal development might have on wildlife, water guality,
and other such resources offsite. The alternatives need to be revised
to reflect this.

;
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STORM KING PEAK SKI AREA SITE

—
The RMP/DEIS is completely inadequate with respect to its treatment of
the proposed Storm King Peak Ski Area. BLM falls all over itself
trying to get of the way of making any sort of a decision about the
most appropriate resource use of Storm King Peak. BLM‘'s self-
direction in the RMP/DEIS (1-5) states that it should determine
whether “development of Stora King Peak Ski area would be compatible
with wildlife habitat, timber production, and coal production.” The
decision in the proposed RMP comes nowhere near fulfilling this
criterion. Instead, BLM cffers up some silly scheme to allow
development of the ski area for five yeara hence, after which BLM
might change i1ts mind and not allow development. What kind of
management guidance is that? The RMP is fairly specific about the
1mpacts of the proposed ski area on wildiife, noting that the =ki area
would eliminate useable elk calving habitat. and.ispact mule deer’
fawning (4-34). That seems a fairly clear statement concerning
tompatibility of the ski area with wildlife habitat. BLM should make
a definite management decision based on this information, either in
favor of the ski area or opposed to it. The Sierra Club urges BLM to
oppose the ski area, and to reject it by finding it to be an
incompatible use of Storm King Peak in the context of multiple-use
resource trade-offs in the RMP. We wonder why BLM seems so0 intent on
satisfying the ski area proponent since not a peep of support was
offered at any of the public hearings for the proposed ski are. . and
since the proponents were not even interested enough in the
proceedings to attend any of the hearings. : :

We would also submit that if BLM insists on a::oaodatinq' this phantom
ski area proponent, then BLM should demand evidence of financial
capability from the proponent. :

On one final note, the RMP/DEIS has 1 significant oversight in failing
to include in the Preferred Alternative “Impacts on Terrestrial
Wildlife Habitat from Recreation Management™ (4-52) any mention of the
impacts to elk and mule deer froa development of the proposed Storm
King Peak ski area.

RECREATON

We commend BLM for incorporating the excellent work that has already
been done in developing the Gunnison Borge Special Recreation
Management Area into the proposed RMP (3-34), However, what is the
rationale for revoking the mineral withdrawal for these same lands?
We doubt that there is any great clamoring for exploration and
development of these lands, so why the revocation? Despite their low
mineral potential, there still exists the possibility for claims to be
staked and surface development to occur that would have an adverse
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impact on the dominant recreational values present. And how i1n the
world can BLM claim that revoking the mineral withdrawal .and opening
these lands to the hackneyed approach of the 1872 Mining Law enhances .
"long-term land use planning”? That's got to be double-speak if
anything is! Leaving the Gunnison Borge SRMA closed to mineral
development is as certain a form of long—term land use planning as one
could devise.

The Sierra Club supports BLM's recognition of .the growing demand for
river recreation through its proposal to enhance river access for the
lower Gunnison River at Escalante Bridge and to provide lnformatxonal
materials on river use (RMP/DEIS at 3-32).

LAND DISPOSAL

The Sierra Club finds the stated criterion for assessing the potential
for disposal of public lands (RMP/DEIS at 1-6) greatly lacking in
their protection of the public interest. The approach taken by the
Grand Junction Resource Area in the Grand Junction RMP, listing 17
criteria that would automatically warrant retention of tracts of
public land, provides far greater protection for public interests.
The Uncompahgre Basin RMP should adopt a similar set of criteria.

Several of the tracts identified for potential disposal do not meet
the criteria for dispusal as stated in the RMP/DEIS. One such tract
is the public land along West Dallas Creek (T7.44N.,R.9W., sections 4 &
9). This tract possess significant public values in the form of
riparian habitat and recreational opportunities. It is located on a
county road that provides access to the Mt. Sneffels wilderness, and
it provides for public camping areas in a valley that is almost
entirely otherwise controlled by private interests. We do not see any
circumstances under which this tract should be passed out n{ puhll:
ownhership.

Two ntﬁer tracts include the former Baldy Peak WSA (7.45N.,R.8W.,
section 36) and a tract along Cow Creek (T.45N.,R.7W., sections 9 and
16). Both of these should only be disposed of if passed on to the
U.S. Forest Service. Baldy Peak represents a potential addition to
the existing Big Blue Wilderness, while the Cow Creek tract offers
public access to the creek amidst one of the most scenic and popular
locales in the Uncompahgre Mountains.

—

RIPARIAN HABITAT

The Sierra Club supports BLM’'s recognition of the importance of
riparian zones through its development of the "D-9» management
prgsciptinn in the preferred alternative.

Sierra Club Comments
November 3, 1987
Page &

TRANSPORTATION

We support BLM's proposed closure of the Potter Creek road and the Dry
Fork of Escalante Creek road (RMP/DEIS at 3-38). There are far too
many roads on the Uncompahgre Plateau at present. Closure of these
should enhance wildlife habitat as well as provide for greater
primitive recreation opportunities.

The RMP/DE1S should incorporate an analysis of the impacts of blanket
RS2477 Right-of-Way grants to Delta and Montrose counties. The RMP is
the appropriate document for evaluation of the transportation needs of
the Resource Area, and since RS2477 grants are a significant component

84 of access to and through public lands, they should be included in_the
RMP. Any grants given to the counties should be limited to the width
of the actual use at the time of the enactment of FLPMA in 1976. BLM
might also be amare of the fact that its procedure for allocation of
RS2477 grants is currently under htlgahon in federal court in two
Itates. Alaska and Utah.

We appreciate the opportunity to t on the pr RMP and DEIS,

and look forward to your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Ptk T

Hark Pearson

Chair, Rocky Mountain Chapter, Sierra Club
P.0. Box 284

Grand Junction, CD B1502
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COLORADO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

P.0O. BOX 200 « FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80522 *

November 1, 1987

Mr. Robert Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureauy of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The Colorado Native Plant Society submits the following comments on the
DPraft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and FI1S, We have conducted
a number of field trips in the Resource Area, and are aware of the important
botanical resources present.

Each of our reviewers commented, independently, on the difficulty of
reviewing this document because of its format. Information ie so badly
scattered, with frequent inconsistencies, that comparison among alternatives
is difficult. This plus insdequete delineation of Management Units on the
‘very poor maps makes it nearly imposaible to evaluate recommendations for a
given grea. We also note that the Tmpact statements (Chupr.u Four) sre
written to present primarily favorable aspects, and neg.nve unpnct- are
minimized or (mostly) ignored. Table 4-21, a subjective "comparison of
alternative impacts,” is sbsurd. The draft RMP should be thoroughly revised
and reissued a5 a second draft, with additional opportunity for comment
provided,

We appreciate the RMP's recognition of the threstened, endangered,
candidate, and BLM-gensitive plant epecies present in the Resource Area. The
special vegetation resources of Escalante Canyon also are acknowledged, but
no recognition or consideration is given to state-sensitive plante or
remnant plant communities elsevhere in the Resource Ares. This omission
should be rectified by consultation with the state Natural Areas Program.
The draft RMP is seriously deficient in this respect, inasmuch ae the
existence of such resources should affect proposed management in several
Management Units, and may warrant designation of additional Special
Management Areas.

Because of its significance as habitat for a number of these valuable plant
resources, it is vital that sizeable areas of adobe badlands be maintained
in essentially undisturbed condition. Tt is simply unacceptable that the
Preferred Alternative proposes to allow ORV use that "...would reduce
potential habitat of threatened and endangered species and unique plant
associations" {p, 4-63), and is admitted to cause loss of 10,000 acres
of potential habitat for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus and Delta lomatjium"
(p.6-52). We fail to see how this plan cen be reconciled with the
Endangered Species Act's provisions requiring_you to protect listed plants.

Rl
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Mr, Vecchia
-page 2-

The final RMP must be changed to omit the proposed North Delta ORV use area,
development of which will destroy many such plants,

27 I_

The impact of ORV use on Mancos shales is undeniable; such use must be

prohibited, not merely restricted, in additional aress. Closure of only 62

of the Resource Area to ORVs is insufficient. Additional closures would
benefit not only plant resources, but would reduce the sdverse impacts that
67 the proposed levels of ORV uese admittedly will have on air quality (page 4-
44), soile (4-48), water resources (4-50), riparian zones (4-50), T and E
epecien (4~51), wildlife habitat (negative impacts of open ORV use not
listed, p. 4-52 and 4-54), livestock grszing (4-54), cultursl resources (4-
57), and vieusl resources (4-58),

The limited but highly significant riparian vegetation of the Resource Area
receives insufficient attention in the Draft RMP, The final plan should
more -clearly identify this important habitat, and spell out manhagement tools
L that will be employed to restore and maintain it, The very small acreage
involved [inconsistently described as 1,034 acres (Table 2-5, page 2-8;
24 6,320 acres (page 4-54); 11,455 acres (6,320 + 5,125, page 4-51)] and the
importance of this component of the ecosystem warrant total exclusion of
grazing, Seasonal limitations, partial AUM reductions, or forage
utilization limits on grazing are not sufficient for restoration or
continued existence of quality riparian areas,

116

119

We support designation of the Escalante Canyon ACEC, the Fairview RNA, and
the Needle Rock ACEC/ONA, but maragement plans for these areas are not
specified in sufficient detail. Management Unit D-12, the Escalante Canyon
ACEC, should be enlarged to encompass additional lands along Escalante
Creek. This area requires restrictions on livestock grazing to prevent
28 damage to the federally listed and other unique botanical resources.

Other management provisions should be listed in specific detail for each
site.

1T

In addition to our support of recommendation of the Gunnison Gorge WSA,
we also ask that Adobe Badlands and Camel Back be recommended as suitable
for wilderness designation. We find absolutely no justification in the
draft RMP for exclusion of the Jatter two sreas. The DRMP clesrly states
68 that their exclusion "...would prevent the permanent protection of existing
136 wilderness values, including pristine eovironments and ourstanding

opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation” (page 4-58); why,
then, ere these "existing wilderness values"” not to be recommended for
wilderneas protection? Please reconsider, and include both Adobe Badlands
and Camel Back as recommended for wilderness status.

L

We aleo ask that the statement of intent to require measures to protect
threatened and endangered species in land use activity plans (page 3-2) be
smplified to clarify that this intent also includes BLM-sensitive and state-
sensitive plant species and plant associastiors.

135
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Mr. Vecchia .
~page 3- . B s

Finslly, we strenuously oppose disposal of any public lands on which
federally listed or candidate plant species occur (page 4-52), The final
RMP should state unequivocally that a thorough survey for such plants will
be made on any parcel proposed for disposal, and that no disposal of land
containing listed or candidate plants will occur. Tt i's vital that these
sites remain public property.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft RMP, We
would be glad to cooperate in any possible way to perpetuate the unique
botanical values of the Uncompahgre Resource Area, which we consider a very
special part of Colorado.

Sincerely yours,

gan L Darkc

Susan §. Martin
Conservation Committee Chair

an PETORN 24

November 4, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMF Team Léader

Bureau of Land Management
Uncompadre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia;:

The National Parks and Conservation Association appreciates
the opportunity to submit comments ¢n the Uncompadre Basin
Resource Management Plan. NPCA is ¢ national, nonprofit
organization devoted to the protect: cf national parks and

related rescurces witn about 55.000 nembers nationwide.

We support BLM's recommerdation to recommend all 21,039
acres of the Gunnison Gorge derness Study Area for wilderness
protection. Without question. the Gunnison Gorge is one of . the
premier .candidate wilderness areas in the state of Colorado. . We
commend BLM for its all ullderness recommendation for the .
Gunnison Gorge.

We recommend that BLM recommend the Adobe Badlands for
wilderness. Your documents provide no compelling rationale why
this area should not be recommended for wilderness designation.
Resource conflicts appear to be minimal, especially since BLM
states in the plan that it intends to prohibit off road vehicle
Designation of the Adobe Badlands would add to
the area's protected wilderness and recreational opportunities.
recommendation for the Adobe

ue also encourage the BLM tc recommend Camel Bark WSa for
Camel Back is one of a limited number

1 existing on the Uncompadre Flateau.
we perceive no resource
confiicts with wilderness designation of this area. Rather, the
area's scenic, recreational and wildlife values make it a

We urge BLM to
reconsider its no-wilderness recommendation for Camel Back.

National Parks and Conservation Association
st Street. N.W.. Washington, D.C. 20007

Telenhone (202) 944-8530
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designation one relatively small ACEC, the Plan fails to provlde
any analysis of other potential ACEC candidate areas. This
failure leaves NPCA with the impression that BLM didn't complete
such an analysis. This is particularlv true because other areas
exist in the Resource Area which include “important  historic;
cultural or scenic values., fish and w:ldlife resources or Gther
natural systems or processes.” Scome examples include all ‘or’
portions of the three WSAs and all or pertions of. the Gunnisor
Gorge Recreation Area. The BLM snould include a more complete
analysls of ACEC candidate areas :n the Final Plan.

s

The BLM fails to provide adequate-analysis of oil and gas
issues in the draft RMP. In Connors_v. Burford the court said,
“comprehensive analysis of cumulative impacts of several oil and
gas activities must be done before a single activity can
proceed.™ A cumulative effects analysis is not provided.

We do support BLM's no leasing reccmmendation for the
Gunnison Gorge, but recommend that it be expanded to include the
entire Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area.

Disposal_ of Lands’

BLM identifies several areas for disposal with high
recreational values and use, including the Muddy Creek tracts
aoove the Paonia Reservoir, lands on Baldy Peak and the West
Dallas Creek tract. We encourage the BLM to revise its criteria
for identification of disposal lands tc rule out high recreation
value or use area. Similarly. lands with wilderness values,
historic values, cultural resources or values. wildlife
resources or values should not be identified for disposal.

74
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We encourage the BLM to identify the acquisition of land in
Red Canyon to provide for a more logical and ecologically sound

In order to adequately protect public land resources and
ity, BLM should limit vehicles
“closed" and “open" areas.
Areas cpen to off-road vehicle travel are clearly sacrifice
areas Vegetation, soils, wildlife habitat, and scenic values
and unavcidably harmed. In fact the Plan admits that ORV use
wi1ll have substantial adverse impact on soils, water, and
vegetation. We encourage BLM to revise its ORV recommencations

'} 68 -
. use’ in the area.

We encourage BLM to reevaluate its

Bacdlands WSA.

fuilderness designation.

of undisturbed areas s

. From our review of BLM documents,
deserving area for wilderness designation.
1015 Thirty
24
ag_of Critical Congern
[ The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires
BLM tec "give priority to the desigration of Areas of Critical- . 63 ! = ] e
Environmental Concern.” FLPMA defines ACECs as’ "areas within: poundary for the proposed Gunnison Gorge.
the public lands where special management attention.is required
to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important
historxc cultural or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources ORV_Use
or other natural systems or processes "
— BLM fails to comply with FLPMA's requirements regarding meet its stewardship responsibili

ACECs in the Uncompadre Resource Management Plan. While the to existing roads, except in limited
Conservation Alternative and Preferred Alternative recommend, 67

‘an the final RMP.

We appreciate your attention to our concerns. Please keep

us informed of progress on the Flan.

Sincerely,

[ers Mmen LD
Terri Martin
Rocky Mountain Regional Representative
National Parks and Conservation Association
PO Box 1563, Salt Lake City, Utah 84110
801-532-4796
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Adventires
Box 168 + Ouray, Colorado 81427 + (303) 3254640

Bureau Of Land Management
Uncompahgre Resource Area
Atten: Jon Searing and Staff

Dear Jon,

After reading the first draft of the Resource Area Management Plan concerning
the Gunnison Gorge, there are several points I feel should be reconsidered.

We offer a safe, "resource aware" service to our customers as do other outfitters
on the gorge. I feel very strongly about protecting the gorge and have written numerous
letters endorsing "Wilderness and Wild And Scenic Designation". Below are the points
that need to be re-examined:

1. In your Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Enviromental Impact
Statement "Prefered Alternative™ Draft One,the BLM recommends that the Gunnison Gorge

[~ be designated "Wilderness Area".l support this recommendation 100%, but I want Camel

Back WSA and Adobe Badlands WSA included in the BLM recommendation to be designated
"Wilderness Area"”. These two areas are ecologically unique and delicate to this area.
Please make an enviromentally progressive and wise decision for other federal agencies
to follow. Recommend that Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are suitable for "Wilderness
Designation”. .

2. I support, through whatever channels are nessary,for BLM staff im the field to
have more power of enforcement, in order for private and commercial users to better
adhere to BLM regulations.

I feel the BLM is making a regretable mistake by hot automatically making fire-
pans and porta-potty systems mandatory for all overnight horsepack and river trips.

During the '87 season I noticed a marked increase in human waste in camping areas
and numerous ground fire-rings. I would use firepans and porta-potties whether they
were mandatory oc not, but unfortunatly that isn't the prevailing attitude amoung- some
private users. Make firepans and porta-potties mandatory!

4. Private and commercial launches should be split 50-50. That is 3 private launches
and 3 commercial launches. Private boaters have every right to float a section on their
own, provided they do so in a "low impact” method.

Commercial boaters equally have the right to launch availability. Commercial out~
fitters, provided they operate "resource aware and responsible" trips provide a viable
safe and low impact service. For customers who: want and have a right to experience the
Gorge Area on a primative,pristine level, outfitters provide the means. These outfitters
provide a needed boost to many Western Colorado communities by bringing much needed
tourism dollars to west slope areas.

5. Include the smason of '87 in consideration of this final draft towards your allo-
cation plan for the Gunnison Gorge season of 1988. As I wrote to you in a previcus
letter concerning just this matter, '87 was our first season as the true corporation.

Putting People and Rivers Together
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Adventires
Box 168 + Quray, Colorado 81427 + (303) 325-4640

of Far Flung Adventures. We made a substancial investment in operating a business on
the Gunnison, Gorge, above and beyond Bureau Of Land Managements regulations and stipu-
lations for commercial outfitters. I'm speaking for other outfitters as well in this
matter.

6. Trying to regulate use on the Gunnison Gorge by lengthening the hike from a
parking area to the put-in on the river by a mile, or closing the trail %o horsepack-
ing is only “"treating the symptom". A permit system for boaters is a viable method to
regulate over-use on the gorge.

We are anxious to work together with you on a management plan that can strike a
balance between commercial/private use and maintain the integrity of this marvelous
section of river.

Yours for the river,
g s
ﬁTUJ‘-";‘\I’ 1onald
Tracdy Blashill

Putting People and Rivers Together
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Date:

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Ledder - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my on the U pahgre Basin Wild Technical Supplement:

I (do) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wildernesa Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. Thls alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Managemen* Plans.

Signed:

s 7Neck
’5‘7///1/“4 § Glrhast
Fluctn, crer U934
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Dater /2. ,5-%7

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader -~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

ing the U pahgre Basin Resource Management

The following are my s
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detripents to livestock érazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.’

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
livenock. grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basls.

Signed:
Q)’éea w3 TN eck

o -
Buctarts ¢ Rchosto
T e ter, P grv2o
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Date: >

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader ~~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401

Dear Kr. Vecchia,

ts ing the Ui pahgre Basin t

The followlng are my
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.®

Under this policy, through Allotnent Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
1ivestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreatlon interests

can be met on a site-specific basis.
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COLORADO WESTMORELAND INC.

P.O. Box 1299 Paonia, Colorado 81428 1] 303-527-4136

November 2, 1987

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Uncompahgre Resource Area

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, CO 81401

COMMENTS ON_DRAFT UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN RESQURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN & ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

RE:

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Colorado "Westmoreland Inc. (CWI) supports the continuation of the 26 existing
coal leases as proposed in each of the four alternatives presented in the Bureau
of Land Management's Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan & Environ—
mental Impact Statement. As CWI currently holds four federal coal lesses, con-
tinuation of these existing leases is critical to CWI's ongoing operation.

Though local coal industries are presently suffering in depressed markets, in
the long-term, toal markets are projected to improve. CWI also supports the
identification of additional acresges of federal coal estate within the Uncom-
pahgre Basin for future coal leasing as proposed in the "Production Alternative"
and "Preferred Alternative".’

CWI appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Re-
source Managemert Plan & Environmental Impact Statement. Please feel 1.ee to
contact me should you have quesrions.

Sincerely,

COLORADO WESTMORELAND INC.

Lottt SE (Ut

Kathleen G. Welt
Environmental Specialist

KGW : fec
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701 650 Escalante
Delta, Colorado 81416

Telephone: (303) 674.7472
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Colorado-Ute
Electric Association,Inc. P.0 Box 1149
Montrow, Colorado 81402
1303} 2494501

November 4, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

2505 South Townsend Avenue

Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan

Colorado-Ute Electric Association, Inc. is an electric gener-
ation and transmission cooperative headquartered in Montrose,
Colorado. It operates on a non-profit basis and provides whole-
sale electric service on an "all-requirements® basis to 14 retail
electric distribution cooperative members who serve 191,000 cus-
tomers in parts or all of 48 of the state's 63 counties. Colorado~-
Ute owns electrical facilities, land and water rights in and near
the BLM managed lands covered by the current draft Resource Manage-
ment Plan. Colorado-Ute submits the following comments concerning
the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area (WSA)

The impact to Colorado-Ute of wilderness designation for the
Gunnison Gorge WSA would not be negligible as has been stated on
page 4-12 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS). The
conditional water decrees (72,000 acre feet of conditional water
rights) that Colorado-Ute owns on the Gunnison River are very
valuable property rights. These decrees are senjor to the entire
Curecanti Project, including Blue Mesa Reservoir and are valued up
to $7 million. 1f the Gunnison Gorge WSA is designated wilderness,
the full potential value of Colorado-Ute's water rights could not
be realized. The Tri-County Reservoir right is decreed for three
separate locations. The value of the original location, just
downstream of the confluence with the North Fork, would be
virtually eliminated. Two newer decreed locations further
downstream would be restricted so that the full amount of decreed
storage could not be realized.

n
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The WTS also incorrectly describes the benefits and alterna-
tives to Colorado-Ute's project. A reservoir constructed on the
Gunnison River would provide Colorado-Ute benefits in addition to
more generating capacity, which cannot be replaced by constructing
coal-fired generation, as suggested on page 4-12 of the WTS. The
operational flexibility of hydroelectric generation offers power
system peaking and regulation benefits that cannot be obtained from
coal-fired generation. 1In addition, a reservoir would provide a
water supply for a downstream coal-fired generating station.

- It has been the consensus of the advisory committee studying
the possible designation of s Black Canyon National Park and
Scenic Recreation Area that the loss of that use of the water
rights owned by Colorado-Ute and the City of Delta, and Colorado-
Ute's associated hydroelectric project, should be mitigated. The
final Uncompahgre Basin RMP and EIS should address how Colorado-Ute
and others with development rights to be impacted, will be
compensated for the water right development potential that would be
lost as a result of wilderness designation.

colorado-Ute also has concerns resulting from the effect the
Gunnison Gorge being designated as a wilderness area has on area
economic development opportunities. One ramification is that once
it is designated wilderness, there are those who would strive to
have the area classified as a Class I area under the federal Clean
Air Act. Such designation would severly restrict economic
development opportunities for communities in the North Fork and
Uncompahgre Valleys. This would be an unfortunate spin-off from a
wilderness designation, where as, if the area were not designated
wilderness, it could be managed to protect its scenic and other
valued resources, and economic development opportunities would not
be lost to commnities in the surrounding area.

Management Unit D-7

Colorado-Ute disagrees with the proposed management of major
utilities in management unit D-7, A large geographic area (50,854
acres) is proposed to be closed to utility development to reduce
conflicts between utilities and potential surface effects of coal
mine subsidence. Colorado-Ute believes this action is unnecessary
since the existing mines in the area are room and pillar opera-
tions which typically cause little surface subsidence. If a trens-
mission line were needed in this management unit, any potential
gubsidence problems could be addressed in the BLM permitting

30
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process. We are also concerned about the potential public
opposition, due to visual concerns, in routing a line in the
proposed 0.5 mile wide corridor centered on Colorado Highway 133.
The RMP should be flexible enough to allow consideration of other
potential corridors during scoping and permitting of any future
lines in that area.

General Comments

The analysis of the impacts of major utility development in
the RMP appears to have been heavily influenced by the 1980
Western Regional Corridor Study. This study is over seven years
old and is only a planning tool. Projects requiring electric
service either on a local or regional level can develop or change
rapidly. We do not-agree with your assumption on page 4-58
“Closure or restrictions on lands not identified as being needed
(in 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study) for utility facilities
would be assumed to have a negligible impact on local and regional
major utility development™. The need for and predictibility of
utility development is much more dynamic than has been portrayed.

Colorado-Ute does not believe it is necessary or appropriate
to prohibit siting transmission lines in riparian zones (See p.
4-51). 1In many of the narrow canyons in the area it would be
possible to span the riparian zone or just trim the vegetation
that would interfere with conductor clearance.

Colorado-Ute does not believe utilities and their associated
access are currently stressing or would stress wildlife in the
North Fork area (See p. 4~53 Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife
Habitat). The benefits of confining utility facilities to
existing corridors along major roads have been overstated., If
necessary, gates or barriers can be used to restrict access to
protect wildlife, and can be addressed as BLM permit conditions,

when appropriate.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Managment Plan. Please contact me if
you have questions concerning these comments.

Very truly yours,
~2 Q [abor

6errw/:j Walker, Manager

{
'/F.nvir mental Services

JAW/MAR: gL
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Chevron USA. Inc. .
643C Scuth Fiodler's Green Circle, Englewood, CO 80111, P.O Box 599, Denver, CO 80201

Flesche Marcier November 5, 1987
Anayst

tive and Regulgiory Af-airs

Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

Mr. Robert Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Avenue

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

Pursuant to my phone conversation with you last week, please accept my comments on
your draft EIS and RMP, even though you wili have received them after November 5. As
you recall, I had phoned your oifice for ten days and was not able to get through due to
your phone number -having been changed. ‘On October 26, 1 finally wrote you a letter
requesting a copy of the draft. In a subsequent phone conversation, you said that you
would accept my comments as long as they were postmarked by November 5. - - .
Chevron commends your RMP team for preparing such a clean, understandable document.
We believe that your decisions are justified and presented in a logical concise manner.

We also support your preferred alternative. Under that alternative, your use of oil and
gas stipulations seem r bl itable, aj biased. ’

However, Chevron does have one suggestion that we believe would make your document
more defensible. Possibly the appropriate place would be in Chapter 5, "Consultation and
Coordination." We believe that it is important that the public be informed with a general
description of the process involved when oil and gas activities are conducted on public
lands. Specifically, it seems that it would be important to emphasize that the public will
have future opportunities to comment on proposed oil and gas activities, and to give them
a general idea of the procedures and regulations that industry and the BLM must comply
with before we can lease or engage in exploratory or production activities.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

o A TRACGA

LFMsjs

Northem Region — Exploration, Land and Production

JERRY D. JACKA

P.0.BOX 904 . PHOENIX. ARIZONA #5088

August 7, 1987

TELEPHONE 1862) M¢ 1793

John Davis

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
Montrose District Office
2465 South Townsend
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Davis:

Thank you for sending. c‘optes of the June 87 drafts of the Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management plan.

1 am interested in purchasing certain parcels of land should they
become available. The parcel of most interest is that described by
Ouray County as Parcel #25, Map 4517. This {s an 80 acre parcel in the
east half of the southeast quarter of Section l4. However, I am inter-
ested in any property.in the general area that may become available. I
have attached a copy of your Preferrred Alternative Map and have high-
lighted in yellow the parcels of interest.

I am interested in cash purchase or have ten acres in Yankee Boy Basin
and forty acres north of Silverton, both in National Forests, which are
available to trade. - .

I would appreciate it very much 1f you would advise me as soon as possible
1f any of the property becomes available for public acquisition.

. Sincerely,

N
erry D. Jacka

The attachment is available for review at the BIM office.
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DR. AND MRS. FRANK DENNEHY
BO40A B % RD.
GRAND JUNCTION. COL. 81540
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Sept,. 17,1987.
68 Dear Mr. Vecchia:
I am asking that you support Wilderness in the

136 following:1) Camel Back -Roubideau Canyon 2)Adobe

Badlands. Please manage Storm King Mtn for the

69 elk & calving & not for development. Also thank
you for your help in Gunnison Gorge. It is really
up to you to help preserve Colorado & set a high
standard of clean air, water, vistas, for our
state to continue with tourism. Without these
places of scenic value- in a high standard we
would loose the tourism that is well established.
Sincerely,

Jan Hose ph: 927-3448
Box 4931

Aspen, Colo 81612
r 4 .
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87 Sep. 14
54959 Hickory EKoad :
Gene Vecchia Clathe, Colorado 81425
RMP Team Leader September 18, 19€7
Bureau of Land Management -
101!
2503 5. Townsend Ave. Robert E. Vecchia
Montrose, CO 81401 RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Dear Mr. Vecchi Montrose, Colorado 81401
ar Mr. Vecchia:
From: ) . . o
Thank you for recommending that the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Dick Brown and family, Victor Reed and Rex A. Reed.
Area be given wilderness designation. This magnificent area, and the Subject: Proposed change in RMP, dated June, 1987.
beautiful section of the Gunnison River that it contains, deserve full . have reviewed the June, 1987 Uncompahgre Resource'
protection {rom development. agement Plan draft and would like the Bureau of Land
— agement to give consideration to the following lards
However, | am dismayed that BLM has not made the same 85 dis{agsal.f Tf;efm'”dla“d wi are interested ZS acquiring
' is not identifie or disposal except for one acre
recommendation for the Came! Back and Adobe Badlands areas. These two parcel. By proposing the following land exchange for
68 regions both contain endangered species and striking desert that should r f—v;g;e;g Z{’i EEM}SQSL"E?E; Ef?i;?di- a ;?;ir i 2122;’});‘516,;
. i3 a. ne p. ' 3.
136 receive the protection of the wilderness designation, and neither has a (see the attached maps). The value c¢f the lends are

large potential [or minerals or other extractable resources. Camet Back and
Adobe Badlands thus have just as much reason to be given wilderness
protection as has the Gunnaison Gorge area.

1 urge BLM to recommend Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for wilderness
protection, in order o preserve these valuable regions. ’ .

Sincerely,

Kurt Johfison '-.
747 12th St.
Boulder, CO 80302

80

approximately $75.00 to $100.00 per acre.
Lands offered oy the Brown family:

T49K, B11 W NMDM 3
Sec., i9 NE}Y Sw¥i, S3 -Sw{, Kwi SE% -16C Acres

Sec. 30 SEi 5SW 4 _ 40 Acres
TOTALS _ 20C Acres

Lands selected bty the Brown “amily:
T48N, R12W_NMpY
2 Wi Ny

Sec. 1.- 8C Acres

33 SWi - 80 Acres
Sec. 14 NWP SFi - 40 hAcres

TCTRLS - 2CC Acres

Lands offered by Victor and Rex Reed:
T49H, g11w NMPM. (The same for land selected)
Sec., 28 SW% XNWi - 40 acres
N3 SWi - 80 acres
Sec. 29 NE} SE: - 40 acres
TOTALS - 160 Acres

1
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.Lands selected by Victor and Rex Keed:

Y \ .

Sea. 21 w% 5% - 80 acres Lo ! ﬂ!C{A W UQGWCL"

S§ Wi - 80 acres - Y

TCTALS - 160 Acres . L ask LAJu/éou7 o cake

' . a /M eormectdts’ ©s7 KLAZLH
The advantag £ this proposed land exchange . .
are as follewes o TOPOSES fane exenen Bl letmomeidarl?dng,

1. " The management unit would be managed to \77)964‘" ~/ Wﬂ/ [,QQ /O
improve vegetation conditions and forage v
availability for livestock grazing." . %7 2/ W m
(::hapterL}. Page 31, L’Rb’u%).g . M 71;2/ 0?? a{’ %7 /

are available non-federal lands :ha? Z W éﬁ?g/z’ /(J/MZQW @2

—\rove livestock management and increase
r and elk winter range would te .

red :.hroug}‘ excrange only,” '/97 MWM <0

“hapler 3, Fage 32, URNF). ! e WWc/ a/wa aud

“Identification cf pubiic lards thai are ) il §0 (/h é%,

surtable for dlS,’\JSal and public iands that should

te retzined in pubiic cwnership; also, ,04@&&, S ]
identification of nen-federai lands that would .

best serve the pitlic needs if in pudlic .

ownership."”

(Summary, Page 1, LURMP), F 7 Wd a_//

4. ""he BL¥ activeiy acquires legal access as needs :
ard gpportunities arise. All forms O7 access ) . 68 _MWC(?‘Q,

acquisitions are consideregd 1nc1ud1ng negeuj

easements cuoreratxve right-of-way agreemert

and exchanges. 136 Wl)«-?& /0 Y02 aengs k— d’bo

Zh Page 2 URMP). Q, 2

(Chapter 2, Page 24, URNP) W/ wt/ ey Wﬁm 20

Bouncdaries will ¢ in dand in for more

efficient rrarar'errre?«qtam fand in blocks fox mere . W a0 )‘712 Qda'é %m .

6. TIrivate inholdings would be.acquired. — w M " 7 \_[ Wd

7: =xchange would give legal access to Cushman X N : 4 64%

€. HMineral rigihts held on the private lands owned b5y MO M/ jO U[?é )%[
Brown and Reed wculd be conveyed. . 69 7@ Ma/?% m é;@/zn’] ,600{7
Cenelusior: For the above reasons we believe ihe )21,( { W
proposed land excl’iange would be irn the pubtlic interest. %W < /27 "@ZZ Md\

7 Skl dipel7paco.

2, "If %
would

1
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2%
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Respectfully subnitted,

L
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Paul E. Lappala
486 Mesa Verde
X Carbondale. O 81623
Gene vecitia
BLM :
2505 3. Tewnsend Ave. - Sentember 17, 1987
Monirose, CO 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia. Gene Vecchia
RMP Team [pader
[~ iam writing to ask BLM to be sure to include wilderness protection Bureeu of Land Menagement
for the Camel Back area inasmuch as 1t 1s one of the most loglcal areas in 2505 5. Townsend Avenue
the state to be so designated. With no real justi!lcatlgn for timber or Montrose, CO 81401
mineral development, with a beautiful pristine canyon, and encompassing ) -
part of the unusual Uncompahgre Plateau not already badiy s_carred, it . Deer Mr. Vecchis:
seems to be one area which should have been selected for wilderness. -
136 protection without even any controversy. _
) _ We are writing to you in support of the BLM decision to racommsnd
with the rapid disappearance of S0 many rare plant species and the the EHMH.E“_EHRI for wildernees cesignation, Us e8leo want to go
fact that our state‘s wildlife herds are being further and further 68 on record in support for the sams recommsndation in the ceses of
restricted in their habitat, | consider these additional reasons for your - 136 the Camgl feck (Roubideeu Cenyon) end ths Adobe Bedlands ereae.
agency to reconsider the desngnatlon for Camel Back. ' From what we have read, thgsa aress meem to poes ro problem in
- unnusitsun to wilderness demignation, sp why npt?
Thank you for recommending Gunnlson Gorge; If anything, Camel Back
f wilderness protection. .
1S more worthyo wilde SD In aduitlun, we favor the preservation of the Storm King area for
69 deer and elk calvlnq graunds rether than s ski ares, At lesat lst
6 the public be heard befnre permitting the 5-year grace uer!.ud now
NM MV\ hnlng uugqestad .
';114”_'3 ﬁ;;\:son Sincerely yours, s
747 ., ]
Boulder, CO 80302 Lhrprrics ZW
, Tl o A
QMA_ S apprecsle B Famudk ke _
1o xeprotcny @wJ? aWu
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Clalre C. Poole, Psy.D.
: Licensed Clinical Plycholoqln
| 1680 S, Albion
: Suite 816 ° Telephone:

3@#17&"7

Amnr 7o
9L 0N
WIS JCemacss

)&5 - | s

BN ptcormmgmiditins ﬂ Welllonens éyé"””%“ 9
ncrtise Gy T Nesvalisle o pains.

O&/mu ‘,M dlaalllc +

M«MM
QM M# 1. a//yuuaf’fo

dém

136

Qo
Q_/MU{;W

7 g ol Pl 7
Fed

69

Gog 7

[

82

Denver, CO 80222 (303) 782-0252

Gene ecchia
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615 Wagon Trail Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81503
September 21, 1987

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I have reviewed the BLM's Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) and have
the following comments.

1 have compared the existing management plan alternative of lands
available to off road vehicle (ORV) use and the BLM's Preferred
Alternative acreages of lands available for ORV. The Draft
RMP/EIS says there are currently some 444,521 acres available for
ORV use and only 21,038 acres closed to that use. In BLM's
Preferred Alternative there would be only 261,589 acres open to
67 ORV use, 29,821 closed and 135,396 acres subject to seasonable
closures to ORV use. As a winter and summer user of public
lands, this amounts to a significant reductionm in public lands
open to public use. Consequently, I am strongly opposed to a BLM
plan and preferred alternative which further limits, controls
and/or prevents the use of "public lands" for continued use by

"the public."

[“Consequently, I feel it is extremely important to prepare

a detailed map and listing of roads and/or areas which would be

6 closed or partially closed to use by ORV's for review by the

general public land's users. 1 am sure these folks will have
some -~dditional thoughts and comments on this issue.

1 appreciate the chance to comment on this Draft plan.

An Interested Citizen,
SUNEEL S

Larry Abbott



51

9/20/87

Dear Sir,
r i'm writing to you about your three desan.. wilderness

recommendations. As I understand you've dropped The Camelback -

T Gere vecchia
SME Team _eacer

d Maragement

Zesgurce Maragemant Flan

Jear'Mr. Veccnia

*2m completely supportive of your dec:sior to recommend atl 21,038 acres
3¢ the Gunnison Gorge wildernezs Stucy Area for wilgerress protectisr
Several important reasons exist » suppert of Gunnison Gorge wiiderness

The area puffers Gunnison Na:ztona! Morurent. !t centains 13 miles of 3 river
whicn 1s now a goid meda! treut frsnery and someday wtll be a National wild
and 3cenic River. The undeveloped, roacless iands of the Gunnison Gorge are
tnemselves of great intrinsic value, mare Important than any otner resources

‘gg and  Adobe Badlands. l.zincerly hope that you would reconsider combined 1t 15 vital that every last acme of Colorado w1iderness be
since these areas have unique geological and biological values. . preserved. ’
Every day the value of preserving these areas becomes more [ Thus 1 am greatly disappointed 2bout BLM'S non-wIcerness recommenaations
apparant. So please reconsider, future generations will thank for Camel-Back and Adcbe Badlangs No resource confiicts exist with the
) . Tame! Back canyons You know this. There are no timber or minerat
L - Yov ' - /, conflicts, and planned cutbacxs 1r graz:ng witl protect the riparian of the
Sincerly yours, /M / 68 perrenial Roubideau Creek | nave niked this creek, anc i attest to the great
. y i 136 peauty and solitude of Came! Back. | have visitec Adose Badlands HMuch of it
JW.Rodney McKinnon = 13 resmimiscent of Petrified Forest Nationai Monument In northern Arizona it
7844A County #1 nows 3 low potential for rminerais, ang 15 devoid of timber. These places
wtlg, Mr Vecchia, ana | want BLM "o recensider. £lease recommeng (ne
, Montrose, Colorado 15,402 acres of Camel Back and tne 10,425 acrez = Acode Sadlanas as
81401 wilderness
[ o just as disappointed i BLM's management p2sitior on Storm King
Mountain. Why 151t that, wner. tnere 15 3 confhict Detween human economic
exparsion and large numbers of wic animais, the wilc animais must go? ! Jo
69 not want a Sk: area anywhere near Storm King Mountain, anc | ot iect to 3LM's
five-year grace 5er100 in which the cevelooers may proceed with the sx
area | want 3LM to manage 5tomr ving Mountain fo~ eik  And muie geer. AnC
nign mountains  And graer: forests
nce 23gain, for tne Gun
Box 731112, Ltanewoed, TG 3 i2
'_!." T vT 53 54
PP Tegre
rezu of Lam¢ Management
Hr. Gene Vecchi 20 Sep 87
RIP Tean Leader
Bureau ot Land Hansgement
2505 5. Tovnsend Ave
ey Hontrose, CO 81401
Subject: Uncompehgre Basin Resource Hanagesant Plan
Dear Mr vecimag : E
. Dear Mr. Vecchia®
+ 2 compietely supportive of your decision to recommend all 21,038 acres I am completely supportive of your decision to recommend all 21,038
of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for wilderness protection. acres of the Gunnmison Gorge ¥ilderness Study Area for vilderness
ral \mportant r ns ex1st 'r support of Gunnison Gorge wilderness. protection. Several important reasons exist in support of Gunnison
Ssvera p,° ‘_a efso S exIst ! P]DD It t 193 . f Gorge wilderness. The area buffers Gunnison Natiomal Honument. It
The area ouffers Gunnison Nat|ona. Monument 1t contains 13 m)les of ariver contains 13 miles of & river which is nov a gold medal trout fishery
whicn 1s now a gold medat trout fishery and someday will be a Nationa! Wild and someday vill be a Natioral ¥ild amd Scenic River. The
ana Scenic River  The ungeveloned, roagless !ands of the Gunnison Gorge are undeveloped, roadless lands of the Gunnison Gorge are themselves of
chom e nf mraat ntrine, I o i - th N N rean great intrinsic value, more important then any other resources
themselves of great intrirsic value, more important than any other resources combined. It 1s vital that every last scre of Colorado wilderness be
compined % ts vital thet every last acre of Colorago wiiderness be preserved.
preserves ' [ .
& : . . Thus I am greatly disappointed about BLH's non-wilderness
. tecoamendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands. No resource
rT.nus | arn great'y aisaprointed about BLM s non-wilgerness recommendations contlicts ezist vith the Camel Back canyons. You knov this. There
for {ame! Back and Acobe Badlends No resource conflicts exiat with tre are no tiaber or-aineral conflicts. and plamned cutbacks in grazing
- "‘I R .a @ dF v i neral 68| vin protect the riparian of the perrenial Roubideau Creek. I have
Camel Bacr canyans. You know this. There are no timoer or minera 136 | hiked this creek, and I attest to the great beauty and solitude of
conflicts, ana planned cutbacks in grazing will protect the riparian of the Camel Back. I have visited Adobe Badlands. Much of it is
. A . - i t of Petrified Forest Natiomal Monument in northern
68 |perenial Rounideau Creek. | have hiked this creek, and ! attest to the great reainiscen . ; ;
. Arizona. It shows a lov potential fo
136 |beauty anc solrtude of Came) Back. | have visited Adabe Badiancs. Much of 1t tinber. FThese places sreroiid M iceinerals gud is Gevoid of
ic remmiscent of Petrified Forest National Monument n northern Arizona it reconsider. - Please recommensd the 10,402 acres of Camel Back and the
shows a iow potent:al for minerals, and 15 devoid of timber. These places | 10.425 acres of idobe Badlands as wilderness.
are wilg, Mr. Vecchia, and { want BLM to reconsider. Please reccmmend the 1 en just as disappointed in BLN's management position on Stora Eing
10,402 acres of Came! Back and the 10,425 acres of Adobe Badlands as Hountain. ¥hy is it that. vhen there is a conflict betveen human
witderness. economic expansion aml large numbers of wild animals. the wild
L 69 | apimals must go? I do not went a ski area anyvhere near Storm King
— ) Hountain, end I object to BLM's five-year grace period in which the
I am tust as disappointed v BLM's management position on Storm King developers may proceed vith the ski area. I want BLH to manage Storm
Mountain Wry 15 1t that, when there is a conflict between human economic ll”znﬂg‘;‘:‘:n tor elk. And mule deer. And high mountsins. And
69 expansion ang large numoers of wild animals, the wiid animals must go? | do ..9" 3 2

not want a sv! area anywhere nezr Storm ing Mountain, ang | ot ect to BLM s
flve-yea~ grace perioc.in which tne developers may proceed with the ski
area. | want ELM to manage Storm King Mountain for elk  And ruie deer. And

nign mountains  And green forests.

Trany you, srce aga'n. for tre Gunricon Gorgs

Jenr {zarnecy:

820 Brentwoog, Lakeweed, {0 83215

Thank you, once again, for the Gunnison Gorge.

3232 San Mateo KE St 33, Albuquerque, NN 87110
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P.C. bex 873

Cescade, CC 8330¢

Gone ¥ecoaln, Team Leadar

2 nznagement
2508 S. Townseni wve,
sontrces, UL £1401

Dear sr. Veechla,

I wos pleasad to read that ycu have recommsnasd
tihie Gusamison Gorge nin for wildermess degigmation;
the mcre 1 s22 of the nestern 3lope semi-desert, cks
mcrs interesting iv gets.

cut don't let tha larve-sesle thircs 1ike Sumniscn

Gorwe dlstrect you from things ¢f A mcre human scale,
1i%e noull23su Canycm, Thare i% 1s possiblz tc eross
tie siresm amd :xplers all Ske intarestire views and’
Torniticoms, nct just womder what it would de 1lige if-
you eculi g2t thera. Glvan the apparsnt lack ¢f ecm-
fliets alth wiiderness stutus, it Is dilsappolrting
that the sm:zller fewels get cvarlooxed,

I

£ it i1s ercessivelr Aifflcult cr expensiva tc
e wllderpers, you should say so and try tc get
funcine fcr mera than ome arss, nct just aive -up
an? beex of, .hether it is or nct, my l&-yeer-cid

s to visit when he is orown,
rancs you'll Rave to 8ave them,
ut reall nd natural pluaces
probacly be =ven

L weuld nate to tell
n't suva amcusn, and %he2y ell cot overe
nara ar:n't any i:ft.

fincerely,
Liadliwm & ConTow

oillllem ~. Coutes

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader . 56
Bureau of Land Management

2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO. 81401

Dear Gene Vecchia:

I am writing this letter to comment on the BLM draft Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Management Plan. First I would like to thank BLM for
recommending all of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area for

wilderness protection. This parcel of. land will be a great addition
to the spectacular Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument..
ext I would like to encourage the BLM people to recommend the Camel

68 Back (Roubideau Canyon) and also the Adobe Badlands for wilderness

designation. With so few unspoiled areas such as these remaining

136 and with essentially no conflicts with wilderness designation, it

makes sense to protect these unigue untouched areas now before they
|_are destroyed. Finally I would like to protest allowing development
of the Storm King Ski Area Site. The BLM plan states that the elk
calving grounds on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge would be eliminated.
I cannot understand why the ski developers want to destroy the land
which is most critical to the long term survival of what I consider
the most prestigicus North American iarge mammal. If you have ever
been in the high country and had the opportunity to watch several bull
elk compete for a harem of cow elk and listened to the bulls bugle all
night long then you gain an appreciation for these animals that can
69 never .be lost. Since the ski area developers can't be entrusted with
choosing a site that will not destroy critical wildlife habitat somebody
must do it for them and in this case BLM has the responsibility to
prevent the misuse of land under its control. I understand that the
BLM people are trying to make the best use of all lands and are doing
a quite effective job, but in this case the wildlife, elk in particular
should be given the proper protection, Why is it so difficult to tell
the ski developers to find a more suitable area before the ski project
gets so much momentum that it can't be stopped?

I thank you for taking the time to read my letter and since the

Resource Management Plan is only in its rough draft stages I hope you

will give some serious thought to making some additions and changes
while they are feasibie.

Sincerely,
W
}md

Jon Tourville
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September 23, 1987

Mr. Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Sir:

I want to cast my vote against the development of
1,000 acres of BLM lands for a proposed ski area, such land
being located on the north end of Cimarron Ridge.

I understand the Bureau of Land Management has stated
the ski area would eliminate the elk calving habitat, as well as
impact mule deer fawning areas--but in spite of this the Bureau
has so far neither approved nor denied it, but instead has
proposed a S-year grace period in which the developers may
proceed with the ski area, after which the Bureau might not
allow them to develop. I believe this is a ridiculous approach
to management--better should they assess the compatibility of
resources, not give one a S-year headstart over the other. )
Please manage Storm King Mountain for elk and not ski area

developers.
Yours_truly,
N AN [ e

Mrs. Lorraine Lane

3505 W. 39th Ave
Denver CO 80211

68
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CURIN SF1TZ

Salina, Kansas
September 24, 1987

Mr, Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, COlorado 81401

Dear Mr, Vécchin:

Thie letter is in regard to Gunnison Gorge,
Camel Back, Adobe Badlands and Storm King aki
area site.

To begin, I would like to thank the Bureau of
Land Management for its reccomendation of
Gunnison Gorge for wilderness protection.

Its natural features and its proximity to
Gunnison Rational Monument make it emminently
suitable for full protection, and the action
should please thousands of those who do and
will visit this area.

However, 1 would also protest three other
decisionSrecently made by BLM. I understand
that Camel Back and Adobe Badlands have not

been recommended for wilderness designation,
Botn of these areas, according to BLM, have

no resource conflicts: There is no timber,

and drilling has yielded four dry oil and gas
wells. Apparently grazing and ORV use are to be
cut back or prohibited. But these measures

will be only a partial solution. Camel Back

is the site of several endangered plants species,
as well as big game herds, and Adobe Badlands

is a habitat of an endangered cactus. Both
these areas have important wilderness
characteristics, including a canyon containing
colorful sandstone formations in Camel Back,

and vistas of the San Juan Mountains and
Uncompadre %*’ r valley in Adobe Badlands.

We need mor ple stop-gap measures to protect
these wild places. )
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pP. 2

[ The third action by BLM to which I object is

. a five- yesr "grace period"” extended to developers
of a skl site at Storm King. According to BIM
itself, this area is a critical elk calving
ground. In addition, development here would

also have an adverse effect on mule deer fa'-m:l.ng.
69 By putting off action for five years while .
-developers proceed with their plans is virtually
to make a decision now in favor of the develcpers.
it would be many. times more difficult to give:

elk and mule deer, as well as other wilderness
values their full due with the developers'
Lmtereats entrenched by five years' investment
and effort. These are public landa, and a .
decision as to their suitability for wilderness
or other uses should be made now, -before private
uses are allowed to proceed., There must be a-
better way to assess "compatibility."”

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, )
Chus Jok
Chris Seitz

124 South Hilldale
Salina, Kansas 67401
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September 23, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team lLeader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 §. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecch:a,

. I am writing concerning rhree different areas you stud1ed for Wilderness
areas and a Ski area proposal.
First of all, T would like to lhank vou for recommending the Gunnison

. Gorge Wilderness area for protection. The importance of this decision

cannot be under-rated. This area contains 13 niles of the Gunnison River

which has been up for recommendation as a Wild River under the Wild &

.Scienic Act.. The BIM has made a very positive decision that I support

and hope they will continue to do in the future
r_ Secondly, the CAmel-Back area, which I believe should he recommended

as a wilderness designation. There are not timber or mineral conflicts

over this 10,402 arces:of land. It also contains abou: 7 miles of perennial
Roubideau Creek where it cuts through a 800 foot deep-canyon of beatufil
sandstone formations:of the Uncompahgre Plateau. More important several
136 endangered species of Plants and big herds who live in the area which would
greatly benefit from a wilderness designation. I cannot understand why the
BLM decidied NO on this proposal, please explain why they have made this
decision. OUr state is expercining many problems with protection pf our
natural lands and animals, we have a great opportunity to insure the Colorade
we know and keep the unquie attractions that people from all over come to
see.

The Third area is the Adobe Badlands which- contains 10,425 acres of the
Mancos Shale Badlands. They have tested ‘for oil .and gas and found no real
mineral potential, and obvously there are no timber for cutting. Wechave
an area that provides sweeping vistas in the San Juan Mountains and the
68 Uncompahgre River Valley. It also contains the endangered Unita Basin
hookless cactus which in itself is a rcal treasure. Again, this is an
arca which there is not alot of conflict  over a wilderness designation
I an very confused by the BLM decision not to recomnond this area, and
I would greatly appreciate an explanation

The last issue is about the Storm King Ski area proposal. This area is
1,000 acres.of BLM Land on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge. Now the BLM
have stated that this Ski‘arca would climiate the ELK CALVING habitat and
have an impact on the Mule Deer fawning grounds. Their solution to the
problem is to grant a 5 year grace period to the developers to go ahead and
start with the ski area and then let them know if they will approve "the
ski area.after they have spent 5 years developing the 1,000 acres of land.
69 The BIM is suppose to assess the compability of resources, not to give
developers a five ycar head start. Our Elk and Deer areas have been greatly
reduced in just a few years, alot more than mort peope! realize. The BLM
needs to take another look at their decision, and the role of the BIM in land
management decisions, The L1k and Deer populatins cannot come forth and
speak for themselves is such matters, they arc subject to the whims of men.
I feel that the Deer § Elk should have their birthing plates protected, its
not like they have many places all over the state.

Thank you for very much for your time with theso ost important matters.

§ Hegp '.

j:“)‘\( j le il

L0 Ba 257
Blsck 5,

8

=
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9-24-87
Dear Mr. vecchia,

We are writing to inform you of our feelings on the wilderness
recommendations of theee arans in the Montrose RIM district, We
froqguently use wilderness areas of the state for backpacking

trips. We have hiked in a:l but two wilderness areas of the state,
We are very concerned about the future of "wilderness" in our
nation.

We are happy to hear that the BIM is proposing to protect the Gunn-—

.ison Gorge area. This area with its proximinity to the Black
"Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument and 13 miles of the

Gunnison River will make a wonderful addition to the other areas
in the state.

The Camel Back area seems to fall into wilderness consideration
and we would like to know your reasons for not recommending this
area. We understané that there are no resourse conflicts and that
grazing is to be cut back in this area to protect the riparian
zone. Why not protect the entire 10,402 acres with a wilderness
designation? We would like to see this area of the Uncampahare
Plateau saved before it is too'late. Please explain your stand
on this,

We also ask you to recommend the Adobe Badlands for wilderness as
it has sweeping vistas ané is home to an endangered cactus. This
area has little resource potential and it would be nice to have

an area that is in contrast to our mountains and riparian wilderness
areas.

We thank you for your time in considering our views on this matter.

Sincerely,

Marv Kieca

Judy Kieca

201.5. Wilcox

Castle Rock, QO 80104
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207-29Rd.
Grand Junction, Co, 81503
September22, 1987

Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader

BLM
2505 S, Townsend Aves
Hontrose, Co. 8I4OI

Dear Mr, Vecchia,

As 8 citizen of wmstern Colorado and an avid outdoorsman I would like to
offer my thanks and congratulations to you and the BLM for the wilderness
designation recoamendation for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.
If the recommendation is accepted an invaluable and irreplaceable part

of tne west wiil have been saved from further exoloitation and will have
been afforded the necessary asratection so that future generations may too
enjoy its solendor. . ’ . :

To my consternation though I understand that in your draft for the Uncorw
pahgre Basin RMP that you have failed to include of the Camel Back Study
Area for Wilderness protection, 1 find this very disturbing and the decision
borders on the ludicrous. A public accounting for this decision is certainly’
in order, especfally in light of the BLM's admission that there are no
resource confiicts with wilderness designatfon for the area, That such an
incredibly diverse and beautiful ares as the Uncompahgre Plateau has no
designated wilderness asreas is in itself a disgrace. At hand lies the
opportunity to rectify thiz situation, albeit in & very small way. I ask
that the Camel Back Arem be given wilderness designation, to do otherwise
would be a travesty.

Another discrepancy in the report I would like to address fs the exclusion
of the Adobe Badiands from wilderness designatfon. Again, this decision

is uncomprehensible. Those familiar with the area know any resource
conflict is virtually non-existent while the beauty and solitude offered
are quite unique, Most of the Dobies have been severely ind recklessly
abused for generations, surely at least this.very small part deserves

the protection afforded by wilderness designation. Again, I must ask the
BLM to publicly explain its' decision in this mmtter and ask that the
decision be sensibly reversed.

The issue of the Storm King Ski Area Site is also very disturbing to me,
3y the BLM's own admission the ski area would eliminate a critical elk
calving habitat and mule deer fawning area, In a time of ever increasing
pressure upon big game populations by hunters and development how you

can rationalize the sacrifice of this habitat is beyond me. As both a
hunter snd a conservationist I find the decision to allow & S-year grace
period in which development would proceed to be absolutely indefensible.
In a time when all long range forecasts for the ski industry say the sport
faces declining numbers because of the aging of the baby-boomers it becomes
all the more ridiculous to sacrifice such an important area to the short=
term profits of a few developers. I ask that this decision, too, be
reversed for the sake of all long term interests and values.

Another area of personal concern is the off-the-road-vehicle usi on %\;b]ic
lands. This situation is entirely out of hand, No area is safe from the

87

55

page 2. 64

misuse and destruction by these ORV's, Is there no set of existing regulations
covering this growing problem? If not, why not? Granted, s powerful lobby
exists that would oppose any restrictions but surely in the light of the

ever increasing damage beinc done to lands under BLM management the BLM
itself shoutd draw up, at least, minimal guidelines.

1 would suggest that because the evidence is so overwhelming that the users
of ATV's and dirt bikes are unable , or unwilling, to use public lands in

a responsible manner that they be banned entirely. At the very least they
should be restricted to existing roadways only, with stiff fines for any

of fenders, L=WD's should be restricted to the roadways also, with the same
penaities against offenders. I know enforcement would be difficult, at best,
but, as on Forest Service lands where restrictions are in force, the simple
posting of restrictions would, in most cases, reduce the damage considersbly.

Thank you for your time and consideration. I would appreciate hearing from

you regarding these issues.
Yours truly,

Yo e

Oan Roberts

cce Congressman Ben Canpbel‘l
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2531 P Rd. 65

Cedaredge, CO. 81413
September 27, 1987

Fhone: 856 3486

. Deer Sir,

1 very much approve the BLM's decision to recommend the
Over much of its
length the canyon of the Gunnigon river is one of wegtern Colo-
rado's jewelgs. It is a gplendid recreation area for residents
and vigitors alike. Perhapg wilderness designation for the gorge
would also help secure wild and scenic classification for that
section of the river, which I also support.

However, iv is difficult to understand yhy the idobe Bad-
lands ares in Delta County and the Camel Back area in Montroge
County were not recommended.

Gunnigon Gorge for wilderness designation.

Both areas contain gignificant

beauty and, as the BLM's own studies indicate, both éreas have

very little if any economic potential. It ic difficult not to

concludi}éﬁa€”§e855§8£
Although

spread support among the American pedple for wildernegs, there

ho mad g s
as an Enherenc bias agasingt wilderness.
-8Veral curveys have ghown that there is wide-

geens to be a perception on the part of gome, perhaps especially
among those who hope to maks money off.of the public domain,
that wilderness areas are primarily for the exclugive benefit of
a few, ﬁearcy outdoor types, often referred to as %litists® It
seems to me that this is a misconception.

It is true that, qince roadbuilding is not permitted, those
who can only eyparience the out of
zuch excluded.

doors in & car are pretty
But would thoge who use this argument guggest
that a road should be built to the top of every mountain peak
in the state to accomodate these people?

Unfortunately, life is like
everything.

that; not everybody can do

Young children cannot appreciate the joys of sex. 0ld
women can’'t have bgbies. No matger how much I may want to, I
can never be a professional football or bagketbsll player. Peo-
ple who are too poor to get out of the inner city can never ex-
perience tha beauty of the Grarnd Canyon. One could §0 on.

My personal perception is that gupport for wilderness,

even among those who may never hope to vigit one of the areas,

page 2 65

the sudden
flowering of a vigoroug conservstion ethic, and the innate relig-

arises from two inmportan t agpects of American life:.

ious impulqes common to most humans.
: THE CCNSERVATION FACTCR

When white psople first cam2 to the North American contin-
ent they gqtumbled upon one of the richest preces of real estate
on earth. The land coantained everything needed to gupport a
large buman population--vagt gtretches of rich soil; a moderate
adequate rainfall; a wonderful gystem
of rivers; hundreds of miles of forest and grassland; generous

climate; for the mogt part,

depogits of mineralg; a land teeaing with wildlife.

With the sudden developzent of the indugtrial revolution,
wich made pogsible a gpeed and degree of exploitation never be-
fore imagined, and zhe immigration of a vigorous and ambitioug
population, that vast storehouge has been harvested at a rate
unparalleled in human history.

Rivars and ground"ﬂgsg been polluted.
poisonous wastes have been left exposed to the elements. The

vast piles of
air in many areas_has become unfit to vbreath. Top soil ia rap-
idly being flughed into the oceans.
Forests have been leveled and native

The readily available min-
erals have been mined.
grasslands plowed up. Huge herds of game animals have been
eliminated. Unfortunately, nuch of this exploitation was done not
to satisfy legitmate human needs but to make a fast buck, and to
hell with the conseguences.

The situatior has detericrated to the point where the
American people are beginning to récognize that if we are going
to gurvive as & nation and as a people we need to begin to avoid
waste and pollution, we need to clean up our messes, and we need
to begin to live frugally om the land.

THE RZLIGION FACTOR

Any religion worthy of the name has some beliefs about the
It also has something to
say about how we humans should relate to the creator and to ~ -

creation of life and of the universe.
creation. The native American religions, for example, have cer-
tain beliefs about a great gpiritual father and also regard the
earth as our wmother. They teach that we sghould conduct ourgelves
with reverence toward both.

Christianity is no exception. The firgt words in the Bible
are, "In thebeginning God created the heaven and the earthk."
Then it goes on to point out man's place in the scheme of thinkg--

68
136

65
_page 5

that he was placed in the garden of Eden "...to dress it and keep
it", not to despoil it or ruin it or exploit it, but to make it
beautiful and fruitful and unduring.

Many of the Fsalms continue this t:heme.
ample, begins with the words, "The heavens declare the glory of
God and the firmament sheweth his handiwork." The 24th begins,
"The earth is th2 Lord's and the fulness thereof; the yorld and
they that dwell therein."” And in the book of Revelations (11:16-24)
thanks is given to God because, among other things, he ig going
to "...degtroy them which destroy the earth."

It is too bad that we find it necessary to get aside cer-
tain small sections of the country as wilderness areas, actually,
the whole earth should be treated with respect, but at least it

The 19th, for ex-

is a smail step in the right direction. e owe it to ourselves,
to our children, and to our noblest beliiefs to Cread.so'lightly
on the earth that we leave the smallest Pracks possible.

I would 11ket0/as¥he 3 reconsider its decision on the

Adobe Badlands and ths Camel Back qtudy areas.

Sincerely,

V2o s

U Leetn § L s,
Chuck Worley ////
Cedaredge, CO
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527 Gilpin St,
Denver, CO 80218

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of land Management
. 2505 S. Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr, Vecchia:

We would like to thank the BIM for recommending all
21,038 acres of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study irea for
wilderness protection. We support continued protection of
‘the Gunnison Gorge.

We would algo like to see the Camel Back Wilderness
Study Area and the Adobe Badlands recommended for wilderness
designation, 3y 3IM's own admission there are no resource
conflicts with wilderness deeslgnation of the area. e hope
that these two areas will be preserved.

T

One. other area which concerns us is the potential Storm
¥ing Ski Area site. Xe dn not support another ski area in
. Colorado, especially in an area which happens to be critical
elk calving grounds. At the very least, the plan should
agsess compatibility of resources, not give one a five-year
headstart over the other.

Sincerely, 57
/

e (2 ) Poaas—_

Ellen B, Braaten

:;f '\_;> %EL;::Z}\\\

Wric 3. Braaten

68

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area

September 28, 1987

Dear Mr, vVecchia,

Upon review of the draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource

P}an, I felt it necessary to voice my concerns regarding the

wilderness recommendations it contained, I am in full support of

your recommendation that the Gunnison Gorge wilderness study area
_be protected. The 21,038 acres of wilderness that Gunnison Gorge
contains is indeed an area worth defending. However, I am @is-
mayed that you did not apply the same reasoning in your conside-
ration of the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for wilderness pro-
tection as well.

68 . .
Like Gunnison Gorge,

36 Camel Back contains thousands of acres of
1 beautiful

wilderness area. The existence of big game herds and
several endangered species of plants that currently thrive in
Camel Back could be threatened if the area remains
As well, there are no timber or mineral conflicts in the area
that could justify allowing its wilderness qualities to be
destroyed.

The Adobe Badlands is another area that needs to be protected,
not ignored. In addition to being the home of the endangered
Uinta Basin hookless cactus, the badlands provide its visitors
with sweeping vistas of the San Juan Mountains and the

Uncompahgre River valley. There is no timber in the area, and
four dry oil and gas wells have been drilled nearby the badlands,
indicating there is little conflict with a decision to supply
wilderness protection. The same rationale used to designate
wilderness protection for Gunnison Gorge should be applied to
LFamel Back and Adobe Badlands as well.
A final area of concern regarding the draft involves the BIM's
decision to allow developers a 5-year grace period in which to
proceed with a ski area site on Storm King Mountain. The 1,000

acres of BIM lands located on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge are
69 critical to the survival of elk that use the lands as calving
grounds. Such development would also have an adverse impact on
mule deer fawning areas. For these reasons, the grace period

Management

unprotected. -

68

granted in the draft should be eliminated.

above

appreciate your sharing our concerns with the v
Basin

I would ;
when preparing your final draft of the Uncompahgre

issues
RMP.

Sincerely Yours,
7A~FWA6_/
Harry éc;ezberg

820 University
Boulder, CO 80302

T
L N,
bt
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613 Maxwell
Boulder, CO 80302
Sept. 20, 1987

Gene Vecchia, RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Managenment
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I wanted to coament on thae draft Uncompahgre Basin Rescurce
Management Plan.

- First, I want to endorse the recommendation of the Gunnison
Gorge for wilderness protection. This would make a fine addition
62 to the Wild and Scenic Rivers truat. The expansion of the area

adjacent to the all ready protected Black Canyon is right in line
with the latest thinking of the need to protect large areas of
similar ecology. Small ecoeysteme are not as inherantly -tabl.,
and every measure to incraase their aize helpa.

Next, I am disappointed that the Camel Back and Adobe

Badlands were not included in the wilderness recommendation.
- Camel Back, according to your own report, has no =aineral
conflicts.
136 in the Uncompahgre Plateau, which currently has no designated
wilderness. 1 think that this area should be included for
wildernesa recommendation to avoid the dogradatlon by road
buxlding, which ias sure tc happen.

I don‘t understand the lack of inclusion for Adobe Badlands.
Clearly again, there are no mineral or timber conflicta. This
68 | desert with it’s fine viewa ahould be protected by wilderness
recomsendation. .

- Finally, I don’t understand the Bureau’s intentions with the
potential Storm King ski area site. With the downawing in ski
businesa, a.ong with increased competition from existing areas, I
really don’t think that another deatination ski area has much of

69 a chance. So I don‘t think that the locsl eccnomy will really get

a booat from developing it. To gamble the certain loas of elk
calving grounds against profita for a few developers is wrong.

The Bureau’s 5 year wait-and-see plan will give the developers a

free leg up, at the aexpanse of the other resourcaesa, Pprimarily
elk.

As a profesaional engineer who likes to aki, hike, and enjoy
the wilderness, I would like to think that the BLM is considering

The area is one of the few potential wilderneas areas

74

October 2, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

BLM

2505 So. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, Co., 81401

Dear Sir,
I wish to address recommendations in your draft
Uncomphagre Basin Resource Management »lan.
First, I support the designation of Cunnison Gorge

USA for wilderness. That is in my opinion the strongest

feature of the draft plan and an exceedingly good idea.
= I urge that the Camel Bacx area also receive wilderness

protection due to its place as one of the few areas on
136 the Uncomphagre Plateau that could_preserve a wi}dgrness

character there. I urge that the wilderness qualities
there be kept, not lost, especially given no real resource
conflicts with such an action.
— 1 believe Adobe Badlands also warrants wilderness pre-
servation. The vistas alone they provide are worthy of
68 protection., They, too, have low resource conflicts and,
in my opinion, hold no real obstacle to a wilderness
designation.
— Finally, I oppose any allowance for ski area develop-
ment on the north end of the Cimmaron Ridge. The plan
69 acknowledges the importance of that area for elk calving
and mule deer fawning. Our state has lost too much such

habitat already. I urge the BLM to maxe a strong commit-
ment to preserve this area for wildlife habitat#.

Thanx-you.

Sincerely,

7

Mark Meeks

boo St /)da/

people like me and our concern for wilderness in it’a management -(\ J L. éé;u'ﬂ
plana. There ia 8o little to lose in protecting wilderneas, and A fﬂ 9
adé much to gain.
Thank you for reading my commenta.
Sincerely, : /O
5 S A O
s I SO 0y
Timothy J. Cunningham, P.E.
75 76
3505 W. 39th Ave.

Denver, CO 80211
September 30, 1987
Mr. Gene Vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

I strongly recommend the inclusion of Camel Back

68 and Adobe Badlands in the proposed Gunnison Gorge Wilderness
area. This is part of the Uncompahgre Plateau, yet it has not a
36 single acre of designated wilderness. Camel Back is one of

the handful of potential wilderness left on the plateau.
Yours truly,
/ .
7y CAAAL

Mrs. Lorraine Lane
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Dates

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Tean Leader -- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the miltiple-use cbjective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Managenment.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
1ivestock grazing and wildlife and riparian haditats, control erosion and sallnity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreatlion interesis

can be met anasitf_-jlegn\c:ujfs—-. .
.'/MA/"(" , ﬁﬂ,w k4 gh{(_,

Signeds
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Gene Vecchia, RMP Leader
Bureau of land.Managenent
2505 S, Townsend Ave,
Montrose, CC 81401

October 14, 1987
Dear Mr, Vecchia:
I would like to congratulate the BIM on its wildernese recommendation

for Gunnison Gorge, It is to be hoped that this proteetion will soon
be law,

81
Mark N. Williams
Atorney at Law
327 North Seventh
P.O. Box 23
Grand Junction, CO 81502
1303 242 2111

October 12, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia

‘Your Bureau's plans for future recommendation of land use
regarding desert wilderness designations have come to my
attention. I want to thank you for your recommendation con-
cerning the Gunnison Gorge. I must express my distress, how-
ever, concerning your Camel Back and Adobe Badlands recom-

1ivestock grazing and wildlife and riparlan habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basis.

ssenets Chis W Vibo 101287
Hevnt B rgs 10-12-%7

93

I would like, however, £or the BIM to reconsider its non-wilderness 68 . mendations. I request that your organization take another
136 recommendation for the Camel Back Wilderness St.ud¥ Area, There are 136 long, hard look at the recommendations and do more extensive -
no known resources of importance here, by the BLM'e own admission, research, study and re-thinking before excluding Camel Back
and wilderness designation would protect this important riparian - and Adobe Badlands from desert wilderness designation.
T community on the Uncompahgre Plateau., I hope the BIM will also o
68 récommend the Adahe Badlands, with its rare hookless casetus, for "I was appalled at your giving thought to allowing yet another
wilderness designation. ski area in Coloradc much less one at the north end of Cim-
69 maron Ridge. To even think of disturbing the elk and deer
erely, habitat is ludicrous. I was under the impression the Bureau
was organized as a steward for this country's natural resources.
‘:7"‘\ Please do not allow private developers to misguide your guardian-
Bruca Berger ship.. P p 9 ¥ 9
Asf”"' o 81612 —Please, rewrite your recommendations for Camel Back, Adobe Bad-~
lands and Cimmaro~ Ridge for the preservation of our wilder-
68 ness areas that need so much protection.
136 We must preserve our wilderness areas. It is vital that the
Bureau and the citizens of the area discuss and study these
arbitrary decisions before they become policy.
ncerely
Mark N. W1111ams
MNW:sh
82 83
Dates Dates
Robert £. Vecchia Robert E, Vecchia
RMP Tean Leader - BLM RMP Tean Leader - BLM
2505 Scuth Townsend Avenue 2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401 Montrose, Colorado 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchla, Dear Mr. Vecchia,
The following are my comments ing the U hgre Basin M t The following are my on the pahgre Basin Wild Technical Supplement:
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement: 1 (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.' 68 The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most mn the
Under this policy, through Allotment Fanagement Plans, the objectives to enhance 136 " No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.

Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

s Chine o) o

L10-12~8%7
2 Sy
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Datex/o/xl/%? : ’

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader ‘- BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401

Dear Kr. Vecchla,

_ The following are my comments ing the U pah Basin Resource Management

Plan and Bwlronmentu Impact Statementz

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-un objective, with the fewest
detﬂment_s to 11vestock grazing, 1.s the *Continuaiion of Cuwrrent Hum‘anent.

Under this policy, Lhrough Allotment Management Plans, t.ha objectivea to anhmc.
livestock grazing and wildiife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreatlon interests
can be met on a site-specific basis. .

. 85
Dates /o//?_ / g7

Robert E, Vecchia

AMP Team Ledder - BLY
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

hgre Basin Wild Technical Supplemeni

The following are my 8 on the U p

I (do) (dmmsmet) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All ¥ilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison GCorge Wilderness Study Area.

6 The Came] ‘Back and Adobe Badlands '.Iudemesa Study Areas will benefit most from the
8 No Wilderness Alternative, This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use managen:
‘36 Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment. Managerent Plans.

Bucrit,

Signed:
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Signed
- 86 . 87

Dates Date: ’
Robert E. Vecchia f.(obu;t E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader -- BLM RMP Tean Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue 2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401 Montrose, Colorado 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia, Dear ¥r. Vecchia,
The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin ¥ar t The following are my 8 on the pahgre Basin Wild Technical Supplement

Pla.n_a.m‘i Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objectiv'e; with the fewest
detriments to livestock gra.z"lng, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to emhance
livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion lnd'n&lip!.ty.
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basis,

Slgned: .

ﬂ’\/\—{ frao” fwmk«m noddepac
///((‘-ﬂﬁ. pra .4//44/

MAM %ﬁb —
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1 (do) (do not) agres with the BLM's Proposed Actlon, the All Wilderness Alternative,
66 for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderneas Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use nanageme
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

68
136

Signedu
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Date; /Yj - /121_ . E?/77
Robert 2, Vecchia
RMP Team Leader “- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia,
The following are my ' ng the pahgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Bnvironmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-unc obJective, ‘with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Ccntlnuation of Current Mﬂnagenent. B

Under this policy, th Allotment M: t Plans, the objectives to enhanca
livestock grazing and wildlife and :1pazian habitats. contrel ercsion’and’ !Alinity.
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diversa recreation interests
can be net on a site-specific basis.

M ooy

O 4 VT 8 /925"

Pt Hovia ﬂ/é/ P15

Signed.

2T g9
we Jg- )27

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader -~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr, Vecchia,

Basin Wild Technical Supplements

The foilowing are my comments on the [

66 I (8 (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Actlon, the A1) Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnisoﬁ Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

68 Tha Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study’ A:eaa will.benefit most from the
]36 No W¥ilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use mnnagemant
Site-spacific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Mﬁ glyzs”
oo Flrnr A G 81735

Signed.
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Gentliemen, e

i am uriting to vou again about the proposed Camelback ard
Adobe Hills wilderness study areas.

I am a native. My grandparenic were cdltieneﬁ'op a ranchf
near Norwood. In those days they didn't have incose and
property taxes. Today cattlemen s5till don't pay taxes and they
receive subsides, handouts, low interest loans, -bailouts, ect.
They are for the most part the complete oﬁposxtes of the ’
indepenaent self-suff1c£ent ;eqple af_;he n;stu

The history of The Uncompahgre after the forced deaariuref

of the Ute Indians 1s of total® exploitation. Huge cattle
concerns, many frow people 1n England who never saw or cared
about the land proceeded to rape 1t. “Competition for grass
reached sef-destruct excesses when the range was wide open.
Each cowman stocked his area with as many cows as he could lay
cash or mortage 1o and grazed to the roots. If he didn’t,
somebody else would. The herds were enormas. One old-timer
remembers seeing fifty thousand head in one bunch held for
shipment on what is now Grand Junction suburia-~ The Rediands.
Overgrazing brought on regulation to save the mountain
fros dying, as mountains up around Gunnison died in that area.
To bring grazing within the capacity of the range to maintain
itself, the Forest Service gradualdyf (and proportately)
reduced the herd population of the allotlenzs.i
Today sagebrush, clumps Af pinion-cedar and the desert
enviroment are a direct resul; yf past and present abuses.

The 1930 Taylor Grazing Act started the BLM. It covered

land not in control of the Forest Service.

95

. . 9%

I live on Log ﬁnil and perconaly know how hard it 15 to
return the land to itv's former productive seif. It will
probably take twenty or thirty vears on ay 40 acres.

Special interest groups like to mention the Iulii-us; or

. more properly the multi-abuse approach to public land
lanadelént as though is was a popular approach, nothing could
pe further from the truth. During the Ford Administration they
Faq E_g}xn;s ail_ovb}_fcr the proposed wilderness areas.
'Cjtzen; who testified at the Forest Service hearings 1n
ealorudo_in January of this year or submitted statements for
LF: recébd'supported'nearly five -to one the Colorado Open Space
Council citizen ‘reco--endations for three wilderness areas
totaling about 172,000 acres.'z'

Certain special 1nterest groups especially the Chamber of
Commerce whispered 1n the more than receptive ear of the Forg
Administration who whispered into the Forest Service's
receptive ear, that they didn't like the outcome of the
hearings. It's interesting to note thatr former president Ford
has a vested ln{erest in the Beaver Creek Ski Area.

We have a responsibility to future generations to see that
they have plaées to go and enjdy untouched wilderness areal
free from small-narrow-minded special interests groups who want

public land for they're own priv@te use and profit. )

Sincerly,
W.Rodney Hckxnno;

7844A County %]
Montrose, Colorado 81401
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). Uncoapahgre, M

¥ M el Marshall P/35 Caxton Printers
Caldwell, Idaho 19

Lid.

2. The Denver Post, Sunday Dec. 8 1974 P/3E The quote was from
Clifton Merritt, regional glrector of the Wilderness Society.
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October/s, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S Townsend Ave.
Montrose, Co., 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia

1 would like to provide brief comments regarding the recently
released Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan., As a
frequent visitor to this portion of the state, I have had the
pleasure to enjoy this fine area (as well as aid the local
economy through purchases at local stores). My purpose to
vigit is not to view logging areas or 0il rigs or other such
industrial artifacts but to enjoy the lasting beauty of the
terrain.

It is with real regret that I learned the plan does not
designate certain areas for wilderness protection that really
deserve it. It appears the Gunnison Gorge has been
recommended for wilderness protection and that is perfect.
That river is a recreational resource that will do more for
the economy and environment over the years than any
development ever could.

But what happened to Camel Back and Adobe Badlands? The
Camel Back area has no mineral value at all as referenced in
the plan itself and should be designated for wilderness in
that the Uncompahgre Plateau includes no wilderness at all at
this timell THIS AREA SHOULD BE DESIGNATED AS WILDERNESS.

I am not as familiar with the Adobe Badlands but it appears
this atea has no mineral or logging values at all and it to
should be preserved as wilderness,

Please incorporate these comments into your review process
and alter the plan to reflect these areas as wilderness.

Thank you for your consideration and action on these
thoughts.

Since

N e —

ar
6333 Kendall Street
Arvada, Co, 80003
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Dates

79 fep) &7

Robert E. Vecchia

RP Tean Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The followilng are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statementi

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest

94
Date: -////7/1’7

Robert 2, Vecchia

RMP Toam LeAder =~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenus
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my on the Basin Wil

Technical Supplenent

1 (g.g) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

which does not bother me in the least. The other areas, in my opinien,

detriments to livestock grazing, 18 the ‘Continuation of Current Management.* 68 The Cazel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Arcas will benefit most from the
86 - 136 No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use manageme
Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance Site-specific objectives can be nitigsted through the Allotment Ma ement Plans.
livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and sallnity, ) 0 A (; )3
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests i pé—»!-f drlia tTEsLie . ~ .
can be met on a site-specific basis. ) . . e . M V,M-& Lld >14.:.v¢é«?44 e -
' R : : and Y Ao ) sl
I hit ik o« Jorrd e 1940 / . X )
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Signeds Signeds
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JOHN C CALHOUN AND ASSOCIATES
CERTIFIED MUBLIC ACEOUNTANTS
8a0 FALMER ETREE"
" o mox aso
1 DELTA, COLORADO 81418
! <o :; ara 0720
! ot M BEQRGL € CALNOUN G PR aA
35‘?0 -bu'kl‘j MIGHAEL B CAckGLN, €, e mnr o
Roulder, o 90303 October 19, 1987
Deteber 13, 1957
Robert E. Vecchia
Greme Vecchon, RUP Team' Losdnr RMP Team Leader
,F ! W 2505 South Townsend Avenue
Burean of Lok Honeqement Mortrose, CO 81401
250F 3. Toumsend Ave
Mombtiose (D wi40/
P . . Dear Mr. Vecchia:
— lease dem eemds, . .
‘l’»u I“H’\j f e I“‘"{b A'u"lb? & ‘L‘ Having lived in this area all my life, and seeing the improvement
area on o end “" Cmn\\(.N‘\ 'R? . in range conditions over the past years 1 would support the continuation
Your owm T\m\ admits that such a dl.wia?h\m‘\‘ of the present continuation of the multiple use management concept.
wedd  eliminate cntdeal ok u\\l-\: habitat. The use of the land for livestock grazing, wildlife, recreation,
N - ) ¥ ’ mineral exploration, and forest products must be considered as of imminent
69 Your idea for  fove Year %‘“" ?u'“d ™4 importance to the "west" and the United States.
oy-owt. You must decide now whether plans
'[0 Sto X ke The camel back and adobe badlands should be excluded from wilderness
- M Kina sk arca should ‘Fmtt‘d [ 68 classification because of historical use. The charge of ownership of
nst. We have 1o nml sk arcas ™ Colorudo 136 the Black Canyon may very well call for the change in classification

L dru&]. T wrqe you ?m‘{'cd’ the elk.

Thank you Lor fecommend GW'U\Bc-\
orge o wldscnsss. T hawe enjoyed ik
there ™ fhe past
r— But I do not umderstomd why Camel Back
and Adobe Budlands were et reconmended for
68 widsracss. Both areas possess fine wderncgs
136 characteristics and no s.‘y.‘&m.f cm‘lkh\\J
potential uses Please include these commurts
n e ‘euJolf& \\u(t\'\ﬁ record,

! bt

do not lend themselves to wilderness classifications.

Very truly yours,

CE e

George C. Calhoun

xc:  D.R. Gore
56850 Fern Rd.
Olathe, CO 81425
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1948 Clover Court
Grand Junction, CO 81504
October 19, 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Mgt.
2505 S. Townsend
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Resource
Management Plan for the Uncompahgre Basin,

I wholeheartedly support wilderness protection for the
Gunnison Gorge. The area is beautitful, unique, and wild,
Even now, however, helicopter parties come 1nto parts of the
lower gorge for fishing. Please marntain your strong stand
to protect this unique resource. .

F am bafflied by the Storm King SKi area plan, Here 1n Grand
Junction, our beautiful ski area has been in finacial
trouble for years. A new owner was sure that fixing up some
things would improve revenue and now he is facing the
possibrlity of the bank taking over. Many other areas have
gone up to $30 and more ski passes. Can you afford to ski?
My family cannot - but we can afford to hike and camp and
x=~country sKi and that’s why wild areas must be maintained.
This area: is important elk habitat. Please preserve 1t as
such.

1 have hiked Robideau Canyon on the Uncompahgre. Its the
best place on the plateau. Your plan really gives no
rationale for not recommending wilderness designation. 1
have small children and I want them to have areas like this
to show to their chilidren in 20 years. The Came! Back area
| 'S wilderness - please designate 1t as such,

—
Finally, what about the Adobe Badlands? Yes this is
badlands. Thank goodness you are banning off-road vehicles.
So many of these areas are overun with ORUs - and that’s
fine. They need some places, but hikers need some too.
Hiking through an open desert and knowing you cannot be run
over by a motorcycle is a2 wonderful feeling. The views from
this area are spectacular. Let the hikers have one of these
areas too and designate Adobe Badlands as wilderness.

Thank You

Nic Korte

68
136

69
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October 18, 1987
Box 263 .
Florissant, CO 80816

¢

Gene Vecchia

TP Team Leader . . .
Bureau o7 Land Management

2505 S, Townsend Ave.

Montrose, CO 81401

D;ar Mr. Vecchia:

. It is my understanding the 3IM is in the process of final-
izing its Uncompahgre Basin Kesourse Management Plan, It is
: doubtful anything I.can suggest will be of value even tho I have
spent over thirty-five years in land management in the National .
Park Service and private ranchirg. It seems each new gereraticn
of land managers must re-invent the wheel without fully utilizing
past experiences and studies (7).

Regardless, please keep in mind that wilderness designation

can always be reseinded but wilderness can rarely be reclained
within a lifetime, as you evalua.e the Gunnison Gorge, Camel Back,

and the Adobe Badlands.

Please consider tne pure economic point—of-view in evaluating
the Storm Kind Ski area site. A successful ski area of moderate
size in Colorado is shaky at best and many have incurred bankruptey
in recent years due to the industry's overkill. It is ludicrous
to think the area's economics can be bettered by a skl area over
current big gare hunting resources.

Often the best management of land is to physically leave it
alone. I can only hore your successors will be proudi.that you left
them something to manage wisely.

Sincerely,

NPT

Jadk R. Williaxms
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Dater " : _:--: "
Robert . Vecchia
RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments concerning the Uncompahgre 3asin Resource Managezent

_Plan and Environmental Impact Statement: .

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use cbjective, with the fewest

detriments to livestozk grazing, 1s the 'm GUrTen Managonent v

Uinder this poli.cy, througl;a Allotnent Management Plans, the objccu'ves to enhance
livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-specific basls.
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Dates 10r 20, 1007

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,
The following are my comments on the

e Basin Wil Technical Supplement

14 (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

[The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wildernesa Study Areas will benefit most from the

SRS UEARITIALIVE: Thin-alteraative bestrexempllfIes’ themmlTILINse Tanssonguy:
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Dates o ¥ 3%,
Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Teaa Leader - BIM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401

Dear Kr. Vecchia,
The following are my ts ng the Ul pahgre Basin Resource Management
Plan and Environzental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
dctx‘lnent‘.s to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation -of Current Managenent." .

86 | under this policy, Lhr:‘mgh Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
livestock énzinc and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests.

can be met on & site-specific basis.
R WemlS ¢

q:b'xs‘tx \\(\\Qﬂ

Signed:

Office: 1520 Blutf St.
874-7598 Deita, CO 81416

136

67

65

DELTA VETERINARY CLINIC l 112
DR. TOM GORE i

RECEIVED

United States Department of the Interior [MONTROSE OCT 27 1967 c%'f;

Bureau of Land Management [T -

Montrose District Office : X =

2465 south Townsend Avenue : : e -

Montrose, Colorado 81401 T
T

To Whom It May Concern,

These are my written comments on the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan, Environmental Impact Statement, and Camel Back
Wilderness Study Area. I am in favor of the Current Management
Alternative for the Uncompahgre Basin. I am in favor of the

No Wilderness Alternative for the Camel Back Wilderness Study
Area. The current system for this area has served everyone
very well by utilizing the Multiple Use Concept of Public Land
Management. As a current radio commercial says, “If ‘it ain't
kroke, then don't fix it.”

I am also advocating restriction of Off-Boad Vehicles (ORVs) to
be used-only on designated roads in the entire Uncompahgre Basin
District. The reasons for these restrictions are 1) ORVs cause
increased stress and harassment of wildlife on a year-around
basis, 2) ORVs do not try to avoid vegetation, but instead drive
over grasses, bushes, and shrubs, which leads to their destructiol
that then causes, 3) increased soil erosion. -

My final opinion is a very general idea. I am a recreational user
of BLM administered lands. I believe all recreational users of
public lands should be charged a day-fee or a yearly users-fee.
Historically, other users of public lands such as grazing, lumber,
and mining interests have been charged fees for their use of

the public domain. To me, it is an inconsistant’policy that
a}lows hunters, fisherpersons, and/or perusers of scenery to be
given a “free ride", As a businessman, I have learned that if
?nything is given away it is not appreciated, but if something

is charged for it is more likely to be used properly and taken
care of. I have many. times used National Parks and National
Recreation Areas where the fee system was in effect. I think
people tend to pick-up after themselves more and appreciate

what they use when they are charged a fee. Those who use it
should pay for it. Finally, a major source of revenue to support
and improve public lands is being neglected and left totally
untapped by not charging users fees to recreationists.

Thank ygu. .
‘.4. R.omas Gore, D.V,M, 2

1365 Bluff St.
Delta, CO 81416
1-303-874-5190
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Gene Vecchia 9/25/87 69 years of grace for the developers, the damage will already be done!
. BiM 193k South Broadway . Please, manage Storm King Mountain for the elk and the deer, not for
Montrose, Colorado Grand Junction, Co 81503 millionaire ski area developers whose quality of living will in no way
’ : be affected whether they build this particular ski area or not,
Dear Mr Vocchia, People vacation here from all over the world, few of us are so lucky--
Thacks so much for the recent BLM decision to Tecommend Gunnison Gorge to be ‘able to live here year round. Lets not lose sight of that
for wilderness protection! Many of my friends have fished and/or wbich makes this a desirable place to be, that which sets our part
floated the gorge. As yet,'I have had a chance to do neither I'm glad of the planet apart from all others! Lets not sell it all into
I $t111 may have the chance. . ) bonexistence for the sake of a few more skiers dollars, or let its
Please, plegss, give the same recommendation for Camel Back, and the qQualities be'gradually destroyed'. Please accept the responsibility to
Adobe Badlands. There doesp't seem to be any resource conflict with Danage with an eye for the future, that there will continue to be some-
elther one becoming wilderness, howe{rer, it is my understanding that thirg worth managing, that we and our children may continue to enjoy
the current management plan for Camel Back: this country and the pleasures it affords - in perpetuity.
1) recognizes no resource conflicts
2) i.ntends to decresss grnztng in order to protect riparian habitat You have my sincere and heartfelt thanks fer listentng, on my own
3)/ a‘lou Vilderness qualities to be gradually destroyed behalf, and on behalf of my 2 year old daughter, whose entire nap time
despite the ever increasing number of people who value dildarness per se’ T have spent in uriting to you. /7 l [ L/a_/‘
. et 5. 5
as a resource, (and, once destroyed, is mcmrenewable!) So much of the <. Aoc
68 Uncompatgre Plateau has been managed for various other interest groups, Penelope/ Crocker
136 that Camel Back is ome of the few potential wilderness areas left on the copies:
Plateau. As oné of the major land forms in western Colorado,’ there ought Wm. Armstrong
to be some small corner kept as wilderness. How can you explain such a Tim Wirth
or kep ¥ P Ben Nighthorse Campbell
Dongensical approach to management of a vanishing resource like wilderness? Roy Romer
, Margaret Masson
And, again, why not recommend the Adobe Badlands for wilderness designation? Bob DeNier
There the current HIM management plan 15 to close it to ORV's. The four Allen Eisterke
dry oil ang ga's wells 'drilled in the vicinity seem to indicate a low -
mineral resource potential certainly the timber people have no interest
in the area! Conflicts with wilderness designation seem to be non-existant
and yet, inexplicably, this too was not recommended for wilderness
designation! Way not?
.
FSursly, Yyou will not be surprised that I also oppose the 5 year grace
period under consideration for the (hopeful) developers of the skl area
at éwm King. In 5 years, they will have been able to dostmy the
CRITICAL elk calving habitat. Critical habitat means, sir, _that if you
69 take it away, you take away the whole elk herd which traditionally has

used 1t. Mule deer fawning areas would also be compromised. After 5'
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Gene vecchia

RMP Team Leacer

BLM

2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Gene,

| woutd first like to voice my approval for the recommend-
ation given by the BLM for wilderness protection in the Gunniscn
Gorge .

The Camel Back and Adcbe Badlands are wilderness study
areas which | feel have much to recommend them also.Very hittle

1and in these lower elevations 1S protected by wilderness status
58 %[ (4{ \ even though these areas have a vartety of plant and wildlife species
36 Cf/“ Lo Gﬂ “ LM’J x"ﬁ'z‘[ m"f ,010,“/(— 68 not found In the high altitude areas . There are no resource Confhicts
jzéubs« O i 761«(/ AdrnSi. Here Qre AL /\e&aqu 136 or special interests in these areas however thier wilderness
LenFlets %( 564 Ao ﬂ,ur/ Goo. de Go Lo (e, qualities will be gradually destroyed without full protection.
ué’ o Loo The areas being considered are such 2 small percentage of BLM
/'7’1 /97('1//& s dne At ‘Aua wleth. howe a Pn)h/u ]and that as much as possible should be set aside now.
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Date;
Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader *~ BIM
2505 South Townsend Avenue .
Montrose, Colorado 81401 '

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comnents ing the U. e Basin Resource Management

Plan and Envi.

P

al Impact St t )
The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, i{s the ’‘Continuation of Current Management.'

86 |under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
1ivestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreatipn interests
can be met on a site-specific basis. C

Signed

g 2 B
4 S ) €7
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Dates

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Teanm Ledder - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the U. ppahgre Basin Wild Technlcal Supplement

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.,

66 [I (d0) (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the ALl Wilderness Alternative,

68
136

The Camel Back and -Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use manageme
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through'the Allotment Management Plans.
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Mr. Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO., 810401

October 23, 1987

Dear Mr Vecchia,

I was very pleasad to see that the BLM has recommended the Gunnison Gorge WSA
as wilderness in the Uncompaghre Basin RMP.
The area is quite beautiful, and the Gunnison river running through it, makes ita very
unique area.

Unfortunately, you neglected to recommend two other fine areas, with all the
characteristics established in the 1968 Wilderness Act, as identifing wulderness Camel
Back WSA and Adobe Badlands.

Camel Back WSA colorful f on the NE
side of the Uncompagre Plateau. I seems like quite an oversight not to have as of yet,
recommended any area of one of the major landforms in the Statel ~ Several species ot
endangered plants exist in Camel Back WSA, as well as big game herds. _ | certianly hope
the the BLM will the ni i for Camel Back
especially in light of the fac that no major conflict with a wilderness de_sngnanon exisls.

136

| was also sorry to see the Adobe not for itis
home to the endangerd cactus Uinta Basin, and provides a great view of the rinver valley
68 and the San Jaun Mountains. It appears 1o have a low potential for oil or gas, and no
timber conflicls whatsoever. | could not find a good rationa! in the RMP for not
designating this area wildemess. .

| hope that the BLM will have the forsight 1o see that our unique qualmas of
wilderness in our beautiful state will be the mainstay of Colorado's future economy, as
- more and more of North Amarica is developed, and Colorado is a haven to escaps back to
the wilderness.

Sincerely,

= o
/’/'_7.:‘.. PRI .%_-(.y“ e
Laurie Thayer -
2212 Mapleton Rd. '
Boulder, CO., 80302

106

68
136

AT N 2o

RECERED
montmose  OCT 30 1987

Bita
o

D("ﬁlL bLH
-8 FQIE}L‘I) .

SUST (AFEDRME
AJ:C&E BADLA ux = sﬂs

Iums ACT RECOMHERDED FER (i (DERPNESS DESI&E VATHA).

.

QAHEL BACK AL

AH PAMILIRR. wlrtt ROTH  AREAS ( REMEMBREI
&’Etbt’.u&b AN ARCHACTLEE/CAL STE 4 THE
RADLALS AREA THAT DATER Yo SMED loivsa
mEs —- 0veR BP0 yows oub | AT ARER
1S SO YNIQUE - FEELS &R oF UKE e
LDAVAL B0LEE ofF WESERL OoRALD /> AL
FAIL YO LODERSTTIUD TNE REASCANG- REH DS
THOSE  AREMS. | AT PeLerARER.
THERE REMG Py PARTICY LAR,
ch GRS wEUS LEE BRILLED M CTTHER. ARQOJ.
PLetse RECOUSIDETR. YOUR. DECUSO L.

D LRE Yo THME g FOR. RECDHEUNAG-  THE
BuLlisc ) GORGE W.3.A; AL CF US (WHD (OVE THE
SULEON FIVER. AND THE ACOEXRLE™ C/“/?f'US
ilrr Frows YHRUIGH (wc:.ub/u: us rSHEﬁﬂFLt)
| ATREQRTE il DECsom, Tk geel

54'&7(’617/

<nied 27 frn

DR PEIG

SUCCESSFUL  ofC

o= a1




128

128
OctefPor 37, 1987
i - 68 | Aegeed -
FRora: Oava Howmrofs 136 (p[pa&,l TRy To sl h on LATs ooy Pj'tASn
Box 53/ OTEL Tux aay wwohe PRST 2T ar | o a sl
La VJH'A.C“"-B"’S( M%«M;& Lartasn,
. ~ r‘ ON2L , w57 S0 Bmatl cﬁ’qamﬂn,e,p&
. C v geekia” ™ i, ] '
TO . MR feoma Vo '(4*7 Ui arda SJ.t L a3 “ou Kaoow s .&Un‘g,
R 4P Toom kacbR Cuckoco Ao los 03 Ara o4t cwon ow das
&HQ_OQ.J. X4 A—J _Muu7gﬂud' ]A.‘,o JP{?prs-rd Ths ARea as chd ST R,
R[S § S'- T oo nSasl M )(J-[ Ao \chl\_ Iﬁ Sake o Ml(éq.pu.;ul_ Nd“-’ZAJ
MonT R, €0, Fito ( b, oRx aes s Sowgee Oloy i s mq’xﬁ
LD - Irete Lomar Lo Th ted 24, A TR ANT, f?n«?l
o a.(?_ Vocchie, . 0 o SpRisg A7 Am&qr;ug “To ,Q,\r‘,ugqal_“g
‘rLS Mﬂ Iﬂw»/G-q Bkﬂmc M 69 1M°l2& To ?f{m OVJ ,dn ﬂl{ TQG“LBCH(, Tk&
m“naynd' 'pu/( (&WA-J‘,., Ed QMLS@ sl Mot k&PMMAS’T& is A—»Lﬂ’fﬁ'{ & bout BsS
Ge((?,,a_ U0 .40 1saS S'T.u.sL, Al for Wiaclae wes® Roing Lo L“Y“:ﬁ'
PlaTacTiin), 4 el B o Baasts ful) bl TuenrTs Ao Then Re Spat, cho o clpup i
_ e Blac G»._f./ A CM/?;J 4 Satee ,J. [ Alea wwvet &uzﬂ,_.up ool i /w_u
, watef d. BAM;-K IB ""“’:3*:2;- @MTJ kf F.DIC wew Sk M\MQ‘;‘J/«J-*@
e wntop onSwobpdtiar wl Bac< A 'Lu(»' fun Soma Pook Sewk —rojﬁﬁ A BTy ey
B&:ﬂ j‘..-Js Lor ‘ka’r.u.’risu svcklop o, fclli a8 -ﬁez Lﬁr ‘?.'ctd,ﬁ‘, il DA &7 éa"g A M S"“lfs‘
‘gg W pad mmeer. GR2a for P&""'Ad'ui:“‘}mi.)q wrisiid o Lopst Sapoian s ckho 1 Rsicd ~elr .
_dbl/m»*a a u«fﬁ sﬁt.,‘A Doy "_*-’ZJM_( Guds's Dasafopes are hoGig fun por CNPES Y
L aRecs »u bl Touc ST P S WO e NsT To @ wn £h S BulsnesS
‘oﬁbo agaot of ATeR 'p“RIﬂZ ratiin, - wWeo yoaf AaoRL 3¢ fehanssS S 4 Con
. Con T amnt To s s Q;A\Rajo' “af Kows. S“I’.,é—
_128 129

.pqaﬁ..

"'”"‘"('—-1@«., AT, U,qcc)u-c. '&!fla-,auk
. Letion
T od dobs hopa ool P oot 2%
B gk Bl Lol A o Sclanes® o Be foaned,

St
Ot N 28

HENRY G. WRIGHT
ATTORNEY AT (AW
1911 MAIN AVENUR
*0 sox23r2
DURANGO COLORADO 81302

1303) 2993202

October 29 1987

Robert Vecchia
BLM :

Boy 53( 2565 S. Townsend Ave.
LaVera Gb, 305 Montrose CO 81401
203~ 7‘(2:56 (974 Dear Robert:

I wish to comment upon the RMP recently issued by your office.
1 personally have visited the lands covered by the RMP on a very
regular basls, and have also visited each of the VWSAs a number of
times as well.

I would ut%e the BILM to reconsider its preferred alternative
[s0 as to more closely follow the Conservation Alternative. The
negative impact of grazing f{s just to severe for the arid anc simi-
129 arid land to handle. The results of overgrazing are all too clear
in a number of places in the area. I am esyecially concerned about
the ;roposed land treatment as suct “treatment” tas a severe impact
ujon the natural vegetation and is of limited value so far as
|_actually increasing forage..
— So far as the WSAs are concerned, the BL' i1s to be congratu-
ated upon its All Wilderness prorosal for the Gunnison Gorge. How-
ever, the BLM should also incfude both the Camel Back and Adobe
68 | Badlands area as wilderness. It would ajpear from the rejorts that
wilderness desigantion would not in any way influence efther graz-
136 inz or . mineral extraction. Both ereas cffer rristine country
which should be preserved. The Camel Back area offers one of the
lagt undisturbed areas of the Uncompahgre Plateau while the Adobe
Hills area offers a great expanse of Mancos Shale which provides
numerous opfortunites for solitude.
— Thank you for considering my comments. Please keer me in
touch as to your final decision.

Sincerely,.

7 / N
Henr; G./Wpréa/

Attorney at Law

HCW/ps

107



Oct.70,19%7 130 | | 130
2912 Maptofon Apt B t Efb. ond trose tLad con ,\eA//y' lone Flee -

Fowlder o o305
: _TZ‘%LL7'DV‘ ety neseds Lo m&—%y

Fhis G’H_i 70ur Fiane Mv@s*f:e&u

. G{MQ’ \/C,(,C/L:. o~
BME Feou u,Akd *

SLM o

1405 5. Thumsed AV o . . -
Mm%‘wﬁ_HO\ _ . Youre ) )

o [P E"’( E@({M,-Q_,

S-}-“Az"’t C"( - Eou/JQA/

Deosas Q\r'ﬁ

) I om awere of U~e carnvent ,x{zeros‘(_
I} GMAA(SJV\ b—ol'j/& L&MM @"VL(P-‘*HL; f_‘uq @75/1)
a,\& A&&)—Q 24&10'\&5. I an o | o\l‘—‘ow{‘ "L.Q

Ldare of hagareas, I AP e RimM
- re-—w‘f\a—\ of @uMlgoA 6—-"{ [M Wt/difa‘é-(
me@o{-ngﬁ , Cﬁm«.@( 5
o ek and  Adole pediod
-owl,i A so be. A’”‘*W w[/l [ e Bg
68 For mys T
1o (3 9 edf MY &/—('—\ onb (\.‘;{-vus.c jg,\_zm‘f(b,\
~e &\'*O"LLA Jfﬂk-&. g, of~ tiLa
N:_Mvw/\ﬁ . 6-é.o~v£\.6-l 6\~A ww}o——\\ A/—f—N
WRE N .\M.»/AA,\,Q 61 e~k g ol ros—e
Q_Ae\_ewzj,u—c,é speeres » Cortann :M‘\'\ spee s
_LE ot J—F"—N" conar 1o ang -
r I l-uo\A,lA Dcl.\n \KQ ‘{‘o VO e '\/\7 “f"‘ o=~ OAV\T%,
69 [ «te prrosal of S e é—,.\,» SLi Aren .

ok

. Mot ’Aouar"\ .§"°‘-* P—U—Q — Save 1(‘ "é re
: . 131 ' VM an o
o L B VY3 mm{f" 132
| Ogﬁ&ga 89 s
e M Z) /
1:5_'{\ . \Mkm %\cr\p_ \,D. Ql_r.\_
osbin, &. e Jeomr Soacft
) KB\ rLJ_’L\—\J o‘ﬁ @D JMV);-%’} [39,9/)‘_{.’1
Qrar M\Jm\ \N D—-\% Co. 8[‘}8!
e SIS e MWIRPR | O\ \ oA LA, _
Basin asl ool sy Sdamaahior *
3 0AD\L Sda An ok (SN C N YWy, wa lCL
B L VCWPNTY Y m & N e L W\ ’D_QQ C.2NWN) (VA 8{1‘/},@@({/4/}2 M'W“ﬂ’”éf
ol Comul RBado s AdSbs Bodl\owds e ' * \N\L e 7UJ nylwm M9 Qe
| weSdaomann Q@\u}«u\o&ao B SV SO N _<"\'J.~ 4_6 "Na_ '| (VR %’u/‘/‘d 7?:&/(’)&9'7.'_
NUTLT. VYV PN Mw » ot Yo sl el L SR
ST o ONMn \anda :3 o ww :Qi?\oiﬁbr
5 ,%% - ‘““""35 ~ . NS rLc’>nr JUZJ ,ﬁj\"l’/d&”‘j} G’%’
S VIR VN ¥ ku.sn\m'\sk M e,\)NL\ jl/vd«;'h\ I2)
68 \n\m .).WQSZ-L WYY VONVS, P » umwmﬁw 3 é‘l’ﬂ‘ \,'\- V(_L Q’d&&‘e juo“ff,(‘%w
136 | I LTI SRR WJ’& iy gmﬂ ot ket s
Vol WO NCN Mu@ \-\m ods . N N jL/v) M NE.
P e T W LV N W WNA ﬁ\ W/gﬂéjﬁgz L2 )JM’\ ﬁl
phens m‘“ 8 s damdn Coso. O/‘"lw‘ru_ e % Lo L/\zfu) &
TLQ 3 _\\‘\.fmm o~ el jjl_u.(\ o QNoon et Lt
mm s c:: mw Mk_h::%\m : se X Ao o, ,04)‘12 fﬂ?
Ao s M‘*"“‘S“; 136 (F io Aty Lt otz j Lo, e
““-‘:’ GN-'%N Nvm . .f“rnl\/\j d‘lnu \dr\u_\_/\/‘g,/\:g ﬁ}"u \,U"‘a/o; mré‘a}
mewwm&u«nm on LR nsm ASTLET Lovte Loo s
wmi&saw?:.&a Qi \N.A&\J@. Q&so::a-k \mﬁg&ws é_,. f\s:;@ﬁg/uwx wﬂ\&b ’&b(}(m c&(‘,& M\]z
© s Weas Sad Pramkis = neLic 5L /‘z*L (M
BALOD \‘\M‘”‘QWWW a{«wm , UaLo/YV\ Jj &Q_QL/JU’
- Zﬁ RS QRO N ‘/&ﬁ‘ /%T‘ LL ;U/w) can)
3% \(\\\‘&*wﬂ- =7 hawd M ilirn 1y,
WW\A . Ve st C—‘nk_'Lu.
Y\\\L 1\




133
Date:

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Ledder - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my ts on the Ui Basin Wild Technical Supplement:

I (do) Adeswset) agres with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will beneflt most from the
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Date:

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear ¥r. Vecchia,

ng the U

€

The following are my Basin Resource Management

Plan and Envi

1 Impact Stat

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use cbjective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, i1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

68
136 No Wildernesa Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management. 86 Under this policy, through Allotment Management Flans, the objectives to enhance
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plana. livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
P — can be met on & site-specific basis.
<5 P ,,(/‘:/-12!‘47,.\
f’aZ/ e & 'C%v 7%
o
/-&7/) A 2ll
Signed: Signed:
135 136
kadney Wilson
5353 Fast Yale, Apt. 3 214 N. Washington
benver, Coloracdo 80222 Cortez. CG 81321
Octcber 31, 1987 November 2. 1937
Gene vecchia
RMP Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
‘ 2505 5. Townsend Ave.
Robert E. Vecchia, RMP Team Leader Montrose, CO 81401
Bureau of Lard Management
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area Dear Mr. Vecchia:
2505 South Townsend Avenue y
Montrcse, Colorado 8140 I'm writing to express my appreciation for the BLM's decision to
. recommend Gunnison Gorge tor wliderness protection. The great
Dear Mr. Vecchia; tishing and beautiful scenery of this area should rightly be
. . preserved as 3 wilderness area. While this action by the BLM
During t,helpasr. several weeks, I have had the opportunity of reviewing the warrants my appreciation, | would Iike to express my regrets at
U_ngclﬂ_ga_hgﬁ Basin Resource Management Plan and Envirpnmental Impact Statement. your omission of recommendations for Camel Back and Adobe Badlands.
1 appreciate the opportunity provided to make written corments concerning it.
} [T Camei Back. as one of the few remaining potential wilderness area
1 am pleased that the Gunnison Gorge WSA is recommended as suitable for on the Uncompahgre Plateau, deserves your recommendation tor -

wilderness desigration in the Preferred Alternative.
the Adobe Badlands WSA should also be so designated. I could find no convincing
argument presentec¢ for not doing so. There is a great need for preserving
wilderress areas in our great country and every effort should be made to do so
while the opportunity remains.

The Camel Back WSA anc

68
136

The designations for Escalante Canyon and for Fairview should be for the
greatest possible protection of the endangered, threatened, candidate, and
sensitive plant and animal species and for the unigue plant associations found -
there. Careful and adequate monitoring must be maintained to insure that these
species are indeed protected.

I would favor the maximum closed and limited use designations for ORV use
which would give the most protection for endangered, threatened, candidate, and
sensitive plant species. I would hope that this issue is given careful con-
sideration before the Final Plan is adopted. .

67

The Conservation Alternative seems to present a more acceptable land tenure
adjustment with no public lands being considered for disposal and for pursuing
acquisition of some private lands. It shouid not be necessary to lose habitat
for endangered, threatened, candidate, and sensitive plant species by disposing
of those lands.

85

122 [

Every possible means should be taken to protect the cultural and
Palcontological resources in the planning area. These are resources that are
invaluable and once destroyed are lost to scientific study forever.

Thank you again for this opportunity to make corwments.

Sincerely,

glianumlz/ lﬁ;&?g“/
Eleanor Von Boa.:;en .

09

136

68

69

wiiderness designation. The endangerad

exist 'in the area would benefit from wilderness designation, as

would the big game population. As there are no timber or mineral

contlicts to interfere with the designation, please reconsider your
recommendation. :

species of piants which

[~ The Adobe Badlands, with its beaut{ful. views of the San Juan
Mountains and the Uncompahgre River wvalley, also shouid be
recommended for wilderness designation. With a low potential for
minerals and no timber, there are no obvious conflicts with a:

wilderness designation. | understand that you intend to close the
area to off-road vehicle wuse so why not go one step turther and
l__ret:v.:nnmend for wilderness protection.

’-(Jn- other issue in.the Uncompahgre Basin RMP is the Storm King Ski
Area site. Your - plan says the ski area would eliminate the elk
calving habitat and impact mule deer tawning areas. Despite this,
the BLM intends to let developers proceed with the ski area during
a 5 year grace period. Please do not destroy this area tor the
sake of some private developers. Wilderness and wildlire are
shrinking resources that must be presaerved.

conflicting interests in
recommending Camel

and stopping the

| realize that you must ceonsider many
making your recommendation but please reconsider
Back and Adobe Badlands as wilderness areas
destruction of an elk calving habjtat.

sincerely yours,
e

- / T
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Dates //' ;—_57
Robert E. Vecchia .
RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Tn::und Avenue :;;';:A:'L'::;::{: BLM
Montrose, Colorado 81401 2505 South Townsend Avenue
Dear Hr. Vecchia, Montrose, Colorade 81401
. The foll.oidng ars ay 0 on the U " o Basi.n vild Technical Supplement: Dear Mr. Vecchia,
66 I @ (0 not) agres with the BLM's Proposed Action,. the All Wlldernesa Alternative, The folloving &e o/ N Lat ‘:w e Uncompangre Basin Resounce Hansesnent
Lfor the Gunntson Gorge Wilderness Study Area. : Plan and Envir 1 Impact S
68 The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas u‘&ll beneﬂt nost tro- the .Tho best alternative offered to support the miltiple-use objective, with thc'feuest
136 No Hildemess u',,mu_v, This alternative best exemplifies the nultiple-use ement. detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Managenment.
Slte apnciﬂc obJectivas can be mtiga.tad thz‘ough the Allotment Management Plana, 86 Under this policy, Allotment t Plans, the objectives to enhance
'T{ (‘7— o 14- livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
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Dates H"J’ 3 19 97

Rovert E. Vecchia

RP Team Leader - BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr, Vecchla,

‘e Basin R M t

The following are my ng the U pah,
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the mltiple-uss obJecuve, with.the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

- 142
Date: 7/[;;-./—.3, )[‘727.

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader ~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,
o Basin Wild

The following are my comments on the Technical Supplement;

66 I (@) (do not) agree with the BIM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This altemative best exemplifies the pultiple-use management.

Under this polic: h lotment M t Plans, the objectives to enhance
86 e poliey, Allotmen ' Joctd, ) - Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.
8
1ivestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, coantrol erosion and salinity, . "
utilizo mineral and forest producte, and protect our diverse recreation 1nteruu 136 Miott tcatea ) Ame - e Thowdd . ST 1/711‘
can be met on & site-specific basis. _ Hoat artoa jj\? o ne o A 00 W Hdireee
Norva %MMMMM W o
D e coe m WWL X m ,&m ;d«w f.gi-f.,.« ‘
T«Q,awj,@w(;sﬁ;w 7/@00”'—*‘”’"‘
3 ' e ol {
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Dates Date;
Robert E. Vecchia Robert E. Vescchia
RMP Teanm Leader - BLM RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue 2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401 Montrose, Colorade 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia, . Dear Mr. Vecchia,
The following are my on the U e Basin Wild 8 Technical Supplements The following are my comments ng the U: Te Basin Resource Management
36 | T o agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, -the All Wilderneas Alternmative, Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:
f°1' the Gunnison Gorge Hildemeas Study Area. N The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
The Camel Back and Adobs Badlands Wilderness Study Aveas w111 beneflt most from the detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Contlnuation of Current Management .
38 No Wildernesa Alternative. This alternative best exempnﬂes the multipla-use numgement. Under this Duc ) h Allotment t Plans, the objectivea to enhance
P! Y
36 Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotnent Hmuement thh : 86 11vestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
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Date:

Robert E. Vecchia

RMA Team Leider - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

145

J hgre Basin Wild Techni cal Supplement:

The following are my on the

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

66 [1 & (do not) agree with the BLM's Propossd Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

68
136

Site-specific objest:
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The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness -Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.
S can be ni;igatad throusﬁ the Allotment Management Plans.
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Date)
Robert E. Vecchia
RMP Team Leader "- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorade 81401
Dear Mr. Vecchia, -

The following are my ing the hgre Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the 'Continuation of Current Management.'

86 Under this éc;licy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance

livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,

utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests

can be met on a site-spegifjc basis.

68
136

64

68
136
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Robert E. Vecchla

RMP Team Ledder -~ BLM

2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the
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Basin Wil Technical Supplement:

I (do) (do not) agree with the BIM's Propoeed Acuon, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorgc Hndernesu Study Area.
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1"ha Camel Back and Adobe Bailands Wilderness stud.y Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Altermative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.
Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.
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Dater

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader -- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my 8 c ng the | e Basin Resource Management

,Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grarzing, is the ‘Continuation of Current Management.®
Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
liveatock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basis.
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Date:
’ 1740-2725 Hoad
Robert E. Vecchia Cejaredge, CO R1413
RMP Teaa Leader -~ BLM Novexber 2, 1997
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401 nodert E. Vecchla
i Teso Le
Dear Mr. Vecchis, 2505 Soutn Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 21401
The following are my s ing the s Basin Ri Man t ‘
Plan and Envi 1 Inpact Stat N - Desr Mr, Veccnia, ]
. In tre absence of what I view to be compelling argument
The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest " for substantisl cksnge, I favor a continuation of the
detrinents to liveatock 1 ' Curr present managebent of land under BLM contrcl; I favor
ock grazing, 1s the "Continuation of ent M ement. ! ine "Continuaticn of Curreni Managemert" alternative,
Under this policy, thr 1, : . o
6 pollcy, through Allotnent Management Plans, the objectives to enhance Comments about the specific land uses sddresseds
livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity, o . '
utilize mineral and fores odi r flparian Zopnes--1 do not see in the "Plan" sufficlent
oreat products, and protect our diverse recreation interests documentation presented to Justify elimination of
can be met on a site-specific basis. 121 3500 acres from livestock use.l underetand that in one
instance thie action wlll create particular hardship
"g;z Lo for one ranching operation. I do not belleve that this
%‘/ lomb /)’)47 ,4477«\1‘ y e g should be done without strong evidence of the need for
e such ion.
- [ _ such action )
bernet MW} Mw’”""‘?" A 66 [ wilderness Pesignation--Besed on the arguments I nhave
2. % M 68 heard and resd, 1 do not find sufficlent reason for a
5 . o change in etatua of any of the three proposed areas,
Busn fearonc TN 136 &

149
Date:.

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenus
Montrose, Colorade 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

on the Ul hgre Basin Wil

The following are my Technical Supplement

I {do not) agres with the BIM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternmative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management.
L_Site-apec!.ﬂc objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

66

Datey

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Ledder - BLK
2505 South Townsend Avenus
Montrose, Colorado . 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments on the Ui Basin Wil Technical Supplement

r—-
I {@») (do not) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the

No Wilderness Alternative. This Alternative best exemplifies the multiple-uss management.

Site-apecific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

vt

S1gneds ﬁd{vﬂu ~ /z:;%% “ ngtf::;
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113

Accesa--For those of us who own land and operate in

the vicinity of the BLM lands, *hbe idea of establishing
pubdlic access rouds ie a real concern, Qur experiences
have snown that an access is treated oy especlally tne
hunting and wood ‘cutting public as llcense to use any
of the lands they crose. I doubt that tne BLM envigions
a sufficient increase in staff to pollce sucn accesdes
which agaln leaves the very painrul task to the
individusl landowner.

AB 8 concept 1 oppose access roais without tne &pprop-
riate controls; in the advent of a declsion to create
sucn accesses, I would hope that they wlill be selected
80 &8 1o create a minimum of nardship to landowners.

Thankyou for the opportunity to comment on your proposals.

Sincerely,
3. Ve,

harry B. Vaugnen
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2184 S:onehenge Circle
Lafayette, Colorado 80026
Nov.l, 1987

Dear Sirs;

We are writing to inform you of our support in protecting
the follow:ing Colorado Desert Wilderness Areas currently under
consideration. .

We thank you for recommending all 21,038 acres of the
Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Area for protection. This ,1and is
prime wilderness and is tied in with both the Black Canyon and
Gunnison River which are so important for preservation.

On the Camel Back area of the Uncompahgre Plateau, we want
r an explanation to your approach on managing this wilderness

wisi Fpt 41787 154

Robert E. Vecchia :

RMP Team Leader *~ BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

e Basin t

The following a_.ré:my s ing the (

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the miltiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to ilvestock grazing, is the "‘ontinua.tion of Current Management.'

‘36 resource.By your own admission, there are no re_sourcf:e con{llicts 86 Under this policy, through Allotment ¥anagement Plans, the-objectives to. enhance
in regards to wilderness designation. We strongly feel that
the BLM should support Wilderness Designation for this area as 11vestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control ercsion and salinity,
none of this Unconpahgre Plateau has’a single acre of wvilderness utilize nnneru and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation 1nteresta
L as yet.
[~ As far as the Adobe Badlands are concerned, we appreciate can be met on 8 site-specific basis.
your decision to cloge the area to off-road vehicle use. We '
68 realize that there is virtually no resource to utilize here, so
ve see no conflict in declaring wilderness designation for
L_ this area.
r And one more thing:; even though we are avid skiers, ve do
not support the potential Storm King Ski Area site. .As it is
critical elk calving habitat and would impact deer terrain as
69 well the fact that there are more than enough ski areas in all
parts of the State of Colorado, we implore that the BLM manage
Storm King Mountain for elk.and not ski developers.
— Thank you for your time.
Sincerely.
é(cuua, afg% Nfﬁuﬁ/_
Laura & Ray Wynfield
e %‘Zi
Sra -
S1gn S a5 &&M g
Mw 1925
T i Fou ik - RO Box 37-0 o
—
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Dater %/;/5/_,/?{’] 156
701 65C Road
. Delta, Colorado 81416
Robert E. Vecchla -
RMP Team Leader - BLM November 1, 1937
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401 Mr, Robder: ‘jecchia, R¥F Leader
Bureau of land Maragemett
Dear Mr. Vecchia, . k 2505 South Townsend Ave,
. : Yontrose, 0 81401
The following are my on the pahgre Basin Wilderness, Tachnlcal Supplem_ent:
- Dear Mr, Vecchia:
I @ (do=3e%) agree with the BIM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternatj.va,
for the Cunnison Gorge Wildernesa Study Area.. . The personnel in the Monirose office of the BLNK have szent corsiderable
or 8 ) dy . time and effort on the Draft IMP/EIS for the Uncompahgre Basin Resource area
The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas will benefit most from the and T want to cozmend them for the quality of the document. It is top bad
68 - thal only a comparatively small nuzber of the citizenry cof the United States,
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use management. moat of whom have never seen -his area, have demanded this study which required
136 Site-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans., a dsreau deal of time and money tha: could have been used for some worthwhile
AR endeavor,
I thank the study tean for making the righ: decisior on the Camel Back
W3A and the Adobe Zadlands W3A. We already have too many of these areas set
: aside, and we are over a hunired years too late to have real wildernesa
N areas, As far as the Gunnison-Gorge is concerned, it ia alrealy too well ad-
vertised tc be of any value as a sc called.wilderness. However, it seems unnecess
sary to reduce the livestock grazing in these areas that are showing improvemen:
urder present grazing conditiona,
T Throughout the Draft RMP/EIS, the riparian zones are-tc be "limited to
35 percent utilization of key forage speciles and eliminated from March:1
. through May 31", for livestock grazing. Why not use the lower elevation stream
121 areas in’the sprmg when livestock use would invigorate the willows along the
| stream banks? Ahytime a stream in a desert area is excluded from livestock use,
the riparian zone will deteriorate., If livcstock are excluded from any area,
the big game will move out of that same area., The two ungulates seem to need
each otner.
[ As far as rutting a percentage of use on so called "key species”, I challenge
;] this also. . There is no such ining as a "key species". This is just a cliche
used by some to Dake an impression on the layman. No plant species is more of
13 a key than is any other species. As far as percentage of utilization, this is
3 arother. thing that is very questionable. I(: would be more practical to classify
use as: light, moderate or heavy. This makes more sense since no one knows
what 10C percent vegetation by weight was, or is, in any given area before any
grazing occurs.
. Tn the more than 5C years since the rassage of the Taylor Grazing Act,
. w é{ there has generally been a continual reduction of livestocx numbers over the
. &ﬂj’—f oo M/ v, }/,25 134 whole area of the lincompahgre Basin Rescurce Area. > by prorosed zanagezen:,
. . as sei forth in th
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65
98

86 .

Corcerning the endangered species and livestock use, the endangered
species have survived more than a century of livestock use and are still
here, Maybe these stecies need liveatock or large angulates in order.to
rroragate, but due 1o jeople pressure, there will never again be popula-
tions of big gaze animals large enough to take the place of livestock.

well acquainted with the whole Yncompahgre Basin

very familiar with the Escalante lanyon area and, to a
the Roubideau Caryon. I visited the lower Roubideau
waz very impressed with the improved conditions that
have taken place in the area over the past eight years, The vegetative
cover in both areas has shown great improvement in recent years which
proves that the present management is working there. Let's not change a
Plan that is proven to be beneficial., I see no reason for restriction
nor reduction of livestock use in either area.

wnile I am not
Resource Area, I am
lesser degree, with
Canyon recently and

There are more than 175 permitted livestock users in the Uncompahgre
Basin Resource Area. These users are spending many thousands of dollars of
their own money trying to improve these public lands. This money is over
and above their grazing fees, and this ahows that these peorle are the real
conservationists, They are doing something to make their area a better place.

T believe that everyone wants the same thing, to improve the resource
area, and if we all work together there is no telling L can be accomp-
lished., why net have the recreationist pay to use the public land and why
not have the DOW pay a grazing fee?

In closing, let me remind everyone that in this area where the greatest
percent of the lard area is public land, the ranchers deprend upon the contin-
ued use of these public lands, but to an even greater extent, the wildlife .

are dependent upon the livestock use and the feed and privacy offered by the

private landa,
Sincerely,
St D s

Jack Muaser

157

7C1 650 fcad

Jelia, 70 81416

Novemper 2, 12

U'r. Tobert I. 7ecchia, R Team Leader

Fureau of land Fanagement~-Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 3outh Towrsend Ave.

Montrose, CCO 81401

Dear Mr, Vecchia:
Flease find enclosed an article by Peather Sri
Thomas, which was recently published in the 157
yers 3.ide * ‘aialogue, a joint publication of:
LIVESTOCK JOURKAL, TEXAS FARM AND RANCE N3WS, AND 2
REFCRD STOCKNAN.

This article gives new insite into the livestock
versus wildlife problem, and we feel it is worth consider-
ation by the AM' team.

Thank you for your work as the RMP team leader,
Sincerely,
Bernice Masser

enclosure

Nevs article available for review at BLM office.
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S JEN
Vacker, Cooe Soi34
Nev 2, 1997

[

ViEcd A

TeEAm LeADdeR

SukeAn CF LAY MANAGemex T
Mewrrose, Cote 31401

Dear Mr Veccria,

T Coued wikE TG COMMENT QA THE
SRAFT  cf THE UNcomPahcEE BAmn Resource
MARACEMENT ThAN.

T soppeet wilomacss DiRicaATION Foe THE
THEED -ACERS  coucran W, THC PLAN T Commend Tue
BM Fel RELeMMENDIRG W Deratss FeR 21, 032
ACRSTS OF THE Guanidons GoREE W OXAERS STuDy

PROA  THIS ARCA CORTAWS 3 MILES ¢F THE Guan ised
RiGER widcn RAVE BIENS Recommenord Fut DESauATION
Aks A WD RwWIe.. I Ve ThHE Bum To ALID WLl
CAma BAck (RGURMDERU CANYes) ANd ADOBE BIDLANDS
N THE FiNAL RESscuree AS SUTRare Foe WILOFRNES
TDESIGAATION,

THE CAmEL BAck WSA cenTANS T mies GF PeredubL
RevaiDEAY CerEK ASs 'T CuT AN 306 Foor DEED CANYLR
ToReoga Conok Fue S and STones FRARTIONT. THIS Aleh
'S OnE of Twe Faw ROmAnWNG RoADLess ARERS WiFT A
Tae UNlomPAraee PLATEAKR. SVEral ENOANGERCD SPGES
CF PLANTS EXIST (v THe ARSH WHICH tocuel DONIFIT
M wilOEENESS DSIRATION, As oD 816 GAmME Rerls,

THE ADLBE BAD ARG ConmiST CF 1D, 425 ACAT &F
MAdCes  Srne BAdeAMd, meeir of QelTA. They PR
(SL»'C—LP[N(_. VISTAS CF THE SAN JTUAn MOUATARNS AND T

UncempParere Rwet Vaceey AxD AR Heme Te AN
EADANCOECh  CACTUS [ WhTh BAWN Meukcss CAcTos ). T fen
Tis ARCA HAS A LW PeTaomAL Ml ERALS ARD CorqeTS
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Date: Nev. 3, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BIM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

The following are my comments Ang the
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

pahgre Basin Ren'urco Management
The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, is the 'Continuation of Current Management.'
Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
liveatock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control erosion and salinity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
can be met on a site-specific basis. )

Signed:

A
/‘,7,\\ 1hinz 3\": s,

z;" 731- %;2 Z//ﬂ ¢
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Dates yovember 5, 1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader - BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia,

on the L e Basin Wild Technical Supplement:

The following are my

I (do) (& WdY) agree with the BLM's Proposed Action, the All Wilderness Alternative,
for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area.

he Camel Back and Adobe Badlands Wilderness Study Areas w1ll benefit most from the
No Wilderness Alternative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use nanagement.
1te-specific objectives can be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans.

Richard and I are true natives of this ared. Cur families, for two and three gen-
erations before us, evolved their livlihoods in the Camel Back, Winter Mesa, and -
Roubldeau Creek area. It 1s written in stone in the Roubldeau where ny great-great Uncle
and friends spent Christmas day in 1884. He was a cattle rancher who worked this very
area. The nexi generation saw my great Uncle's brother-in-law homesteading the Ben Lowe
place in the canyon, which 18 stlll in our family's ownership. The years of 1920 and
1928 saw my Grandfather, and Richard's Grandfather, holding grazing permits in these
adjionlng areus, (These same permits are still held by our family members or us.)

We grew up learning the history of this area from the actudl people who first 'settled®
it. This Roubideau Canyon shaped their livlihoods, thelr lives, and their persons.
(a8 it st11l does ours, today.)

Through our heritage and knowing and living with the majestic beauty, the defiant
ruggedness, the severe forces of flooding, and the extremes of Weather causes us to
truely understand and greatly appreciate this arsa, Tt iz our heme, our 'back yard',
and we love it. The Camel Back terrain has defled change for, at least, over a hundred
years of ‘civilization’. And it still demands the same respect and offers the same
subjects for appreclation,,,without a title.

We need more water development on the top and benches of Winter Mesa to better
manage our entire grazing allotment. There would also be gr-at, long term benefits from
chaining or timbering and reseeding in the saddle area between Winter and 7N Mesas.

The road across the top of Winter Mesa is essential for catchment and fence repairs, and
has been necessary for transporting sick and injured livestock. It is heavily used for
big game hunting, recreationists, and some Division of Wildlife activities.

With these factore in mind, therefore, our preference i1s only the No Wilderness
Alternative for the Camel Back WSA.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Signed:

WE
SLL5O 074,-« P4
Oladhe, do. E¥25
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Date: November 5,1987

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Team Leader *- BLM
2505 South Townsend Avenue
Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dear Fr. Vecchla,

The following are my comments ing the Un ‘e Basin Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement:

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective, with the fewest
detriments to livestock grazing, 1s the ‘Contlnuation of Current Management.'

Under this policy, through Allotment Management Plans, the objectives to enhance
livestock grazing and wildlife and riparian habitats, control ercsion and sallnity,
utilize mineral and forest products, and protect our diverse recreation interests
| can be met on a site-specific basis, ) '

h few additional comments and concerns are:
[ We support the 3ureau's position to continue your fact-finding process underway
Tor the Storm King skl development. Inly when you and those involved can analyze all
the facts and impacts can a valld decision be reached. The Uncompahgre Valley could
certainly benefit from the diversity of income generated by this. - But our concerns
are the same 45 others’, le.,Is the area in question now, or historlcally,a grazing
allotment?, and~ Will the lack of this elk habitat adversly affect the surrounding uses,

67

11

Lboth on public and private lands?

We also have concerns about off road vehicle use. We support only the Current
Management Alternative but there are areas which need to be under more stirict restrictions
from this activity. -Especially during crucial erosive periods, and while wildlife
is under winter stress.

Throughout the draft are referen.es to introducing desert sheep to the Camel Back
area. we object to this proposal. Because: 1. The only rellable water for this area 1s
the Roubldeau and Criswell creeks., Both are designated riparian zone habltats, and it
has been suggested that limiting useage in these zones will improve them. Introducing
more animal units to directly conflict with the historical use of cattle grazing and the
crucial deer winter range is defeating our range management ‘objectives.2. The revenues
derived from the grazing permits and deer hunting activities historically and are now
progressive and dependable. This area is presently a study area for mountain lion with
no hunting or trapping of them allowed.{Their numbers are ;ncreuins-) There are also
coyotes there yedr around, and bear to the South in the summer months. With these ob-
stacles it 1s certain to take years for the herd (band?) .to produce enough trophy-size
tine, and man-hours alloted for this could be better spent.

animals for harvest. The money,
Signed: . . continued on next page
ST &350 G L

oL, Lo 5772

98
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- The phoros arce availabie for review at
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e 2. of comments on the BLM Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement by Richard and Deborah Gore.

With the concerns on hand in assoclatlon with the Divigion of Wildlife agency we have
a question.: What percent of the hunting license fees from the DCW are distributed back
S each area's forest service and BLM offices? In the majority, it is the agencies and

the livestock peminées who pay for and do improvements on public lands which also

benefit all wildlife and hunters.

Our greatest objection throughout the RMP draft comes from the references of
limiting utilization in the riparian zones to 35%. First of all, 1t 18 not clear 1f the
existing livestock allotted have to share that percentage with the area's wildlife.

Since most, if not all, designated riparian gones are in arid country where other de-
pendable water sources are non-existant all wildlife and livestock are forced to use
them together. As with any watering area, the game and 1ivestock will first use the
accessable feed nearest the water. As that is topped off and fouled they will use further
away, Most of these riparian zones are in deep canyon bottoms which obviously hampers
this natural migration. Therefore, without water on the benches or mesa tops the animals
invariably use more than 35% before they even touch the rest of the allotment.

Dur objective is for better distridution over all. Through the contlnuatlon of current
management of range improvements such as stock ponds and catchments we are doing what
we can to relleve use in the creek bottoms.-But because of varried rain fall these
alternatives are not dependable each year.

We disagree with the problems cited in the riparian zones as belng caused by
“gver grazing", In this arid area the major detrimental effect is water.(Either the
lack of, or the excess of . )The extrodinary forces of the spring run-offs and the more
dapaging flash floods move tons.of cruclal soll, grasses, woody plants, and even trees
each year. It is proven that the time of use in association with the growlng season
for a particular plant type ls oreof the greatest factors. The other 1s water avallability
for the plant to start healthy growth, and to recover after use. Cur base ranch, at the
confluence of Dry Creek and Zoal Creek, was homesteaded in 1895. It has had cattle
and horses on it each and every year since then.(ur livestock are along these creeks
from early November through May or June each year., -This would include the dormant and
crucial growing seasons for most plants. (Perhaps the attached photos will be beneficial.)
In our opinion, the difference between our 'private land’ riparian gone and that in
Roubideau Canyon is not the number of, or even tne timing of livestock impact,,,it 1s
surface and sub-surface water avallabllity. {And floodjng.) Factors the 35% limitation

will have no effect on!

Agaln, the Continustlon of Current Management 1s the only Alternative we accepi.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

,Jz/btw/: f'/‘é’“'
54550 Seen 7. -
QL. Lobads ¥/¥2
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Datey

Robert E. Vecchia

RMP Toas Loader - BlM
2505 South Townsend Avenus
Hontrose, Colorsdo 81401

4700 Venturi Lane
Fort Collins CO 80525
November 1, 1987

Dear Mr. Vecchias,

The following are my on the Basin Wild Technical Supplements

L (a0 (@ Mr, Robert Vecchia, RMP Tesm Leader
(20} (40 not) agree with the BLH's Proposed Action, the Al_ll_Vlld-x-nau Alternative, Bureau of Land "lﬂ;g!‘““t

for the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area. Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area
2505 South Townsend Avenue

68 The Canel Back and Adobs Badlands Wilderness Study Aress will benefit most from the Fontrose, Colorado 81401

No Wildernass Alternative. This Alternstive best exemplifies the multiple-use m‘nag'enam. Dy Mi v hi
.. lear r. 'ecchia,

i36
5:;‘*')”““: cbjectives can be mitigated through the Allotaent Management Plans. . - :
e %—_ . X This letter provides my comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan
: ] -‘;L L. \ T))’\A T— _r}’ « l a« oc{ J\ s g {DRHP)‘ for the Uncompahgre Basin Besource Area. I have made many visite to
Voo S Ome s ws e "’\\4. -+ - . er :M.“co“":“hin this Resource Area, and am familiar with the beauty and
R _ ha . esources it encompasses.
PR N S W ],7‘ / st. C Il and. : e :
. 40 n T o The Preferred Alternative of the DRMP is inadequate in i i
quate in its attention to the
6w \ &.“r ne s a / f"— The r..an 4 botanical resources of the Resource Area, Although I support the Escalante
an ) reo ¢ row , - ._MA_, T Cenyon ACEC snd Fairview RFA, these areas need formal management provisions
VNI A X X x W N : 28 spelled out in the RMP, Escalante Canyon ACEC should be larger, should
X < G . and avtfd \: - \D 1 allov to livestock grazing, and should prohibit camping, Management intent
f g “ Sere fl S < - o with tespect to utility corridore, roads, mineral exploration, grazing, snd
" ) P . “ E‘ - oo \ <% | _ surface occupancy should be specifically listed for each SMA, Plant species
< Siea R o ,\\‘\ . - . ; b and vegetation associations considered sensitive by the Colorado Ratural
dg.\\* N [ 4 o ’0 \‘,\\\\ K {_ SN 103 Areas lfrogrm should be listed for the entire Resource Area, and if
1 LN L a ot ol x 'é%-v ‘L | & k l ;?proprnte. sddirional Special Management Areas should be proposed in the
R - . - o M N inal RMP,
C . l : Ve =
- & . =
[« N -1_\ J‘ T“\ L [ v Yo e e ‘: _(_ 1 oppose the proposed North Delta ORV nee ares ss incompatible with
o \ {. }\: YL _— &- \9 I ‘t h Ircy 27 management prescribed by the federal Endangered Species Act for listed
\'\\‘\,\K Ty : L. " \) — f W phntl.' Alth‘ough this area already has suffered damage, that is no excuse
« T “ // Y )\ L . - for BLM's abdication of its vesponsibility to preserve the remsining values,
N dcss /'6‘ - < Show :
te o i . s “ [ )'\ (SIS [~ Because of their destructive potential on the fregile adobe badlsnds, I ask
or N : pote s
PN \\\ . <y . T \* c/’ J"_'_ ('5 L : 67 that ORVe .bo restricted to existing roads throughout the area, The Mancos-
OY W)L \U < s @ shale-derived adobes of the Dncompahgre provide a specislized habitat for
\b .x_, \r‘ o 5w o o } . numerous rare plants and plant associations. It is d that the short-term
€ « _\\\\ ‘ V\-\ S pleasure of a few is considered more vital than an irreplacesble resource.
Thnzk you for recommending the Gunnison Gorge WSA for wilderness protection.
Signeds . ]—— It is & spectatular area that, under wilderness desigpetion, vill be a
i . valuable supplement to Black Canyou of the Gunnison Nstiopal Monument,
_ _ ) . 68 Fowever, novhere in the DRMP do T find sufficient justification for dropping
A:?nbe Badlands and Camel Rock WSAs from recommendation for wilderness. In
/‘/6‘« W 136 Pevbafhthen vwilderness characteristics, I favor a favorable recommendation
/ or both areas.
P 116 X_nk_ that the final RMP :len\y. del'mn_te_the aress of riparian vegetstion
within the Resource Area, and list specifically the management plans for
163 164
November 4, 1987
-page 2
Robert E. Vecchia
Bureau of Land Management
. 2505 South d
116 this vegetation type (as a separate unit, not fragmented, hidden, and thus Hontrn:: Cgcwﬁ:gl Avenue
119 lost within the “Management Unit” format). BSuch ple should include M
complete exclusion of livestock grazing from the riparian sreas. e Dear Sir:
P%!lle in'clude ©y COmm!ntl. in the final RMP, and keep me on your mniling. I am in agl"eem‘ent that the Camel Back should continue to be
1ist for information regarding the RMP and Resource Area. managed by the BLM as it now is. I prefer the no action alternmative.

For many years the Multiple Use Act has .worked for the pre-
servation of this area. The forage is harvested yearly by wildlife and

W J M . ' . 136 livestock to help feed the hungry world. At no time have these uses
° . . interfered with recreational uses of these lands.

Susan S. Martin, Ph.D.

Sincerely yours,

This area does not lend itself to wilderness. 'There are roads
in the area and -some fencing. The land 1s managed as it should be and
the area is accessible to the general public.

1 was brought up on the theory that Public Lands wevre for
Multiple Use, With proper management, these lands will provide us
with food and fibre for all time to come, but we must be allowed to
properly manage livestock grazing. Fences must be kept, stock ponds
properly maintained and the runge_properly utilized to prevent over-
grazing and forest fires.

. Reducing livestock grazing in the so called riparian zones
would defeat the purpose of a riparian habitat. .Many riparian species
of vegetation are of low palatability to 1ivestock. Streambanks in this
area are unstable and water turbidity will occur in the absence of
1livestock use. .

Many flash floods come down these canyons each year as evidenced
121 by the rocks and sandy washes. These streams usually dry up during the
summer and when flooding occurs there is no way to hold the sandy, vocky
dry banks. Some areas are definitely too dry for vegetation and defin-
itely does not lend itself to streambank stability.

Reduction of AUMs would defeat the purpose of a riparian zone
when properly managed.’ Vegetation and the canyon areas has improved
many times over in .the few years since 2 riparian. hablitat was first
introduced,. even though the AUMs have remained the same. Riparian
L habitat properly managed should increase available forage.

[~ Bighorn sheep should not be incroduced into the area. Lack of
111 adequate winter forage should preclude this. Private land in the area
b would, of necessity, have to support these animals especially in the

winter months.
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1t would appear that livestouk grazing has been given prac-
tically all the credit for increased erosion and for the destruction’
of habitats of big game and nou game species. ‘These statements are
biased and founded without fact.

All these natural! resources should be utilized thru a practical
and beneficial program, not locked up for the exclusive use of hikers,
back packers and the affluent few with time on their hands.

The young, toc, grow old. -They also will be denied access to
roadless areas in their declining vears when they are no longer able to
walk or back pack long distances.

The nced to continue Multiple Use management of all Public Lands
will provide forage for wildlife and livestock, minerals for energy
development and protection of uatershcds, the most »aluable resource of
‘all, .

" The west has a valié existing right to keepthese Public Lands
open for all to use and enjov. Creating wilderness areas does not guar-
antee these lands for the cn]uym(_nt of future generations. Proper man-
agen'IE\'ll does.

fose
| 445 Hwy 348. -
Delta, Colorado
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7 Chardonnay Court
Grand Junction, CO 81503
3 Novemnber 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S, Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr, Vecchia:
L/Ear mr, veccaia

l..n.e B.n‘n R
tand Wilderness

1 uﬂzr the followmg comments regarding the U;
and Envir ] Impact Stat
Technical Supplummt.

1. The dacument is gencnliyweﬂmﬂm thorough and without the usual
obscurities!

2. BLM's recommendation of wilderness for the Gunnison Gorge is laudable. The
arge is geo]og;uﬂy spectacular and offers opportunities for primitive
recreation,

3. There are no resource confticts with respect to Game) Back, yet BLM has failed
to recommend nn{::ge WSA for wilderness designation! On what was this
recommendation

4. Adobe Badlands WSA, as des:n'bed by BLM on p. 311, 'mcludu the most
outstanding Mancos shale mesa formations found in the planni d
presents to resource conflicts that would preclude wﬂdemm dalgnahon.

why was this WSA given 2 ilderness r

5. The cultaral resource density within the Gunnison Gorge WSA computes at
.00%acre, and the potential for cultural resources is evaluated as “moderate.* The
cultaral resource density within the Camel Back WSA computes at Ollqcre and
the potential for cultural resources is evaluated as “low to moderate.” Please
explain the justification for these evaluations and this discrepancy.

6. While a site density of .0)/acre maybe “low" in come contexis (e.g., south-
western Celorado), itis pot "low® in west-central Colarado. Furthermore, Idon’t
knowwhlch 3 peru:ntof the Ccmcl Back WSA has been inventoried, but | am

site-freq made from such small samples. This
area contains three pennmal creeks and is topographically similar to the
Dominguez and Eccalante areas, both of which have proven to be extremely
archaeologically sensitve.

7. Itis stated on p. 4-57 that “High-value cultural sites on thess scres could be
protected by special designations.” How?

67
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Gene Vecchia 165
Bl;ruu of Land Management
p.

8. Having almost 90 pereanlnﬂhe resource ares open to ORV use is preposterous!
Such these vehicles encourages ecological degradation, soil
erosion, md the d dmcucn of archaeological sites.

9, TheSmrmKlngSkiAth(erEEDm-!hepmtmpo!shmun

bnrelymnh-Eoom,soWHYdmloplnmhzr’ However, lheelkDONEBD!helr
and the dser their fxwning areas. No

lhouldbulluweddmdngthes—yurgrmperludpmmdbyBLM

Thnk you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

/QMM )&u/m/

DannjL. Langdon
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2 { (irchar 1047

vear Gene Vecchia

First | want 1o thank vou for recommending the Gunmison Gorge area for
W:ilderness desgnation It is verv important thai we preserve intact
significant areas oi desert ecosvstems

[ do not understand whv vou did not recommend the Camel Back area for
Widerness proteciton as well. The BLM even said that there are absolutely
ne resource conflicts with wilderness designation of the area. The
L’ricompahgre Plateau 1s one of Coiorado’s major landforms. vet none of it 1§
protected as Wilderness [ would like to know why. There are several
endangered piant species i the area_and big game herds thal would benelit
from wilderness protecuon

[ also want 10 know why vou have chosen not to recommend the Adobe
Badlands lor Wilderness designauon. Obviously there are no trees there for
the timber indusiry. and the four dry oil and gas well prove the low
potential for m:neral developmen:. There are no significant conflicts for
wilderness designation

Please manage Storm King Mountam for elk. There are more than enough
ski areas land | am a skier' in Colorado, and wildlife habita! is an ever-
dimishing resource. The BLM says that the ski development would totally
eliminate Lhe elk calving grounds as well as impact mule deer favning areas.
The plan to give the developers a five year "grace period” in which they may
proceed with the ski area ts ludicrous. After [ive years of working on the
resort. it will be very convenient for vou to aliow them 1o continue since
thev will have put so much money into 1t This sounds like a roundabout
way 10 avoid dealing with an issue that needs to be confronted and dealt
with now' while we stili have undisturbed ecosystems feft.

Please don ¢ be alraid to take a stand in [avor of protecting the wide-open
spaces that make the American West what it is | would appreciate y'ouf
response 10 these issues

Sincerely, 2
Susan Detweiler

64 Willard

Boulder. CO 80310
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2832 Unaweep Avenue w
Grand Junction, CO 81503
3 Novemnber 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Teamn Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 8. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:
1 would like to make the following comments regarding the

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement and Wilderness Technical Supplement.

168

2832 Unaweep Avenue
Grand Junction, €O 81503
3 November 1987

Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Avenue
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. Vecchia:
I would like to make the following comments regarding the

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement and Wilderness Technical Supplement.

‘1. 1 support BLM's recommendation for wilderness designation for r 1. I support BLM's recommendation for wilderness designation for
68 the Gunnison Gorge and I am in favoer of similar designations for the Gunnison Gorge. However, | am also in favor of similar
136 the Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WSA's. Why, if there are no 68 designations for the Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WSA's, as
resource conflicts, has BLM not recommended them for wilderness? 136 this region of Colorado has very few wilderness areas that are
accessible during any season but late spnng/summar . There are no
-2 The Storm King Ski Area is unnecessary; Colorado has enough ski resource conflicts with respect to Adobe Badlands or Camel Back;
69 -areas, most of which are constantly complaining about their why has BLM not recommended them for wilderness?
financial struggles. ) . —
7 2. Please explain why the BLM considers the potential for cultural
Thank you. resources in the Camel Back WSA "low to moderate.”
Sincerely, 126 3. How would high-value cultural sites be protected by °special
Y, - designations®?
. X M
eldn mensu -
! 4. The Storm King Ski Area i3 unnecessary; ! urge you to disaliow
69 the developers from proceeding with any further plans during the
Bella Conner L S-year grace period.
Thank you for considering my cornments.
) Sincerely,
. &/HA«/
Carl £,
Carl E. Conner
169 ' ’ 170
4729 Venturi Lare
Fr.. Zoliins. CO 8A520
November 2. 1987 (
; 7
do whem 1F wany CG“\-LC-/'\.:)
Mr. Robert Vecch:a., 5MP Team leader L .
BLM. Uncompahgre FRes ‘e Area - f—
2585 South Townsend Ave. o Fosh il fovtacot T poantd Sl o congomolels
Montrose, CO ] o ¢ . v .
o u v iT0r VClvmantn s 6»(4«“:‘»\ Go w'/é/w‘iu.s...s(:.l(,, e
ear Mr. Vecchia. ! . . P
’— - P‘yw;w:v: vole chon ’ k/’/ la.u.ff;\//k—\afrz/)/ }au/‘
I wish to comment on the Draft Resource Management Pian for the P
Uncompahare Resource Area. i [""“-"*’,{ -”sz yeev Hecition wot=dor ol ot
: 68 | .. i ) tuwe! bacl ™ U aclobpe
[~ Please recommend both Adobe Badiands and Camei Back WSAs for 3 ey 4 ¢l Ctun you A o
potential designation as wilderness. The DRMP gives nro good ] 6 . yBQ.d[/M“/__( P/f-ﬁ.ﬁg /‘cl—aq,:'d:v rDLplf 71454510‘1'-&
reasons why each of these areas should not be recommended, and i II evel | P '
68 clearly describes the loss of wilderness characteristics that 5-"‘“’("‘_' L a--\:‘t-/r;v(_ ::rdovs\_‘: ...‘b\_.kk-.:h..“,.‘.‘—.._lkw_p_"—/
]36 w1il cccur 1f they are not so designated. it makes no sense <C H 4 d . . )
allow the few remainine areas stili having such characteristics ;'Z""t Bitand -f«-ﬂ-un/""r‘h“"-:ﬁl..ﬂfp /;/.c.h)/b e s avea
to bhe degraded. 1 suppcrt the recommendation of Gunnisor Gorae ! - L Lo 1
fer wilderness status, bui urge you to include 'he other twec | "7’“‘" wiash o smvons Fee '—E/u"“‘--"("-‘f"--'
|_areas. )
rl ask that the finai RMP more clearly list areas of riparian —
]]G vegetation 1n the Resource Area, and ‘hat highly specafi-.
stringent management prov:isions be stated for their reccvery arnd -
continued existence. Among these provisions should be the tetal & . '& ":
HQ exclusion of garazing. which s incompatible with the = T - e
maintenance of native species 1n these areas. i gs"m-‘\"“"‘ Wt Reus
L ares i e - A T
I strongly oppose the drafr RMP's plans to allow destruction of SR . - e - e s / oo
27 federally listed plants. Piease modify the final Plan to respect
the 1ntent of the Endancered Species Act. and to provade fuil
l_prctection for listed specres. The final RMP also should state
100 clearly that no land containing listed species.will be considered o -
for exchange or disposal. .
_Please look-closely at the draft RMP's exlreme i1mbalance between
resource use and resource destruction, caused by proposing Tttt - -
virtuaily unlimited ORV use. Althouah negative 1mpacts _
vastly understated, the DRMF section on Preferred Alternative
Impacts nevertheless preovides a lengthy list of long-term or - - - -
1rreversible effects due to the proposed ORV provisions.
67 Far more than just 6% of the land in the Resource Area should be = - - - .= e et e

permanently clesed to ORVs to protect air, water, land, plant and
animal resources. and oppertunity for non-motorized pleasure and
recreation. Please corisider the pntential effect inecreased ORV
use may have 1n every Managerent Unit cutlined. and exclude such
use from appropriate Un: .

Thany vou feor the opportun:ity to comment on the draft RMF.

Please keep me on your maliing list.
Sincerely,
mn .
P
Mvrra F. Steinhami. Ph.I.
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68

136

171

1n45 E. 4th Avenue
Durango, CO 81301
November 5, 1987

"Gene Vecchia

RMP Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
2505 S. Townsend Ave.
Montrose, CO 81401

Dear Mr. vecchia:

T am writing you to express my support for additional wilderness
recommendations by the BLM in the Uncompahgre Basin Resource
Management Plan.

I'd like to thank you for recommending wilderness designation for
the Gunnison Gorge WSA in the draft RMP. As I'm certain you
know, this area contains ¢ significant diversity of recreatxonal
and scenic resources worthy of.preservation.

There are two additional WSAs, Adobe Badlands and Camel Back,
. that I believe deserve wilderness designation and should receive
BLM recommendations for such designation in the final RMP.

There are few landforms more obviously meeting wilderness
criteria than the Mancos shale badlands typified by the Adobe
Badlands WSA. Although this area has relatively easy access,
little interest has been shown in extractive development. With
no resource conflict. and management plans expressed in the draft
RMP to close the area to of f-road-vehicle use, wilderness
designation is an obvious and proper route for preservation of
the area.

Likewise, there are no resource conflicts in the Camel Back WSA.
As one of the few remaining areas of true wilderness on the
Uncompahgre Plateau, this area merits protection as a component
of the National Wilderness Preservation System. A majestic
canyon system with a perennial stream, Camel Back can provide a
remote recreational experience for the backcountry hiker, and
wilderness designation would provide protection for fragile
riparian habitat and rare plant species in the unit.:

I urge you to reconsider your position on Adobe Badlands and
Camel Back and recommend those areas, in addition to the Gunnison
Gorge, for wilderness designation.

Sincerely,
Vo
VJ(“/\\\VUA.A."

Lewis McCool
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Table 3 presents the BLM’s responses to comments submitted
during the public comment period. The response numbers
correspond to the numbers on the margins of the hearing
transcripts and comment letters. The commenter or letter
numbers correspond to the numbers on the upper right corner
of each page of the hearing transcripts and comment letters
and identify the individual commenter (see. Table 1 and

Responses are arranged by resource or resource use.
Responses explain why a particular issue was or was not
addressed, clarify the BLM’s position on some issues, state
whether a text change was made, and refer the reader to
applicable sections of this document or the Draft RMP/
EIS. The responses must be read in conjunction with the
appropriate comments. .

Table 2).

Table 3

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

AIR QUALITY

There is a pervasive misconception that recommendation and designation of
new wilderness areas is automatically tied to restrictive federal Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I air quality status. There is no such
connection. Certain existing national parks and wilderness areas were designated
as mandatory Class I areas by Congress in the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments,
but since then each state is and has been responsible for any redesignation.
Since 1977, several areas in Colorado have been designated as wilderness but
none have been redesignated as PSD Class 1. The state of Colorado identifies
air quality areas as Category I, II, and IIL; the sulfur dioxide limitations in
the state categories are identical to those established for federal PSD Class I,
II, and III areas. In 1977, the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area was designated
a Colorado Category I area; it remains a federal PSD Class I area.

COAL

COMMENTER
RESPONSE OR LETTER
NUMBER NUMBER
58 31
31 16, L-21
32 16

The development of thresholds was considered as required by 43 CFR 1610.4-
4(i); however, since all of the coal in this area is to be extracted using underground
mining methods and since mitigation has been built into the management
prescriptions and no major adverse impacts are anticipated, the establishment
of thresholds was not deemed necessary.

Under the Continuation of Current Management Alternative, only emergency
short-term lease applications and maintenance leases would be considered. The
average increases under the other alternatives allow for consideration of future
long-term leasing of lands with coal potential. The land-use planning groundwork
presented in this plan will enable the BLM to respond more quickly and efficiently
and avoid frequent amendments to the RMP if there is a future demand for
coal. It also provides industry with a variety of coal qualities w1th Wthh to
meet future market needs.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

3

34

42

45

46

72

8,16, L-21

L-2

16, 22, H-3, L-21

16, L-21

16, L-21, M-12

L-21

A summary of the application of the coal unsuitability criteria is described
in Chapter One, pages 9 and 10, of the Draft RMP/EIS. As stated in the
cover letter (the first page of the Draft RMP/EIS) and again on page 1-8,
the coal unsuitability report is available for public review and comment. This
report describes in detail the lands in the Paonia/Somerset coal planning area
and a portion of the Bookcliffs coal planning area which are deemed unsuitable
based on the 20 unsuitability criteria.

The management of the lands around the Tomahawk Mine has been changed
in the Proposed Plan. These lands are now included in Management Unit 7.
(See plan map.)

The acreages available for coal leasing consideration do not vary much between
alternatives since all mining would occur underground. There were no multiple-
use trade-offs or resource conflicts that prevented lands from being considered
as suitable for coal leasing.

The final regulations regarding increased emphasis on the six criteria mentioned
were not finalized until December 1987, six months after the release of the
Draft RMP/EIS. These criteria were, however, analyzed in the Draft RMP/
EIS. Riparian areas are protected in Management Units D-9 and D-11. The
other criteria (sole source aquifers, wetlands, Class I air quality areas, and buffer
zones around National Park Service areas) were not addressed because there
were no impacts to them or, as in the case of reclaimability, the impacts will
be analyzed when a potential coal lease tract is delineated.

The RMP does not make any coal leasing proposals. Coal leasing levels are
established by the Secretary of the Intericr through the regional coal teams
(43 CFR 3420.2). The RMP does analyze the four coal screens described on
page 1-G and identifies whether the coal is available for coal leasing consideration.
If there is a demand for coal in the future, coal within the areas identified

-as available for coal leasing consideration will be analyzed on a tract-specific

basis. The BLM cannot lease coal for which there is no industry interest.

The coal leasing process includes a detailed site-specific analysis of potential
impacts of proposed lease tracts following tract delineation. Mitigation to eliminate
or lessen anticipated impacts is identified at that time. Mining or associated
activities would not be permitted where it is known that ground or surface
water impacts would result. The BLM recognizes, however, that some degree
of risk and the occurrence of unanticipated impacts does exist.

OiL AND GAS

35

38

17, 32

2,9

This information is contained in the Oil and Gas Technical Report which supports
the RMP and which is available for public review. By not making the Qil
and Gas Technical Report a part of the RMP (i.e., an appendix), it can be
updated and revised without amending the entire RMP.

The text on page 2-3 of the Draft RM/EIS has been changed. See the Changes
to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document.

The effects of aquifer mixing are not discussed because of the low level of
oil and gas activity. in addition, the immediate and long-term impacts on water
resources are not significant because measures are taken at the drilling stage
to prevent aquifer mixing and other groundwater impacts on a site-specific basis.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

44

47

8

16, 24, L-21

The oil and gas resources in Management Unit D-9 would be open to leasing
with standard lease terms as described on page 3-29 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
In addition, a more comprehensive analysis of oil and gas activities is included

“in the Oil and Gas Technical Report, which is available for public review as

stated in the cover letter to the Draft RMP/EIS.

The Connors vs. Burford decision pertained to the leasing of lands in the National
Forest system and not to public lands administered by the BLM. The BLM
feels that a comprehensive and cumulative analysis of oil and gas activities
is discussed in the RMP/EIS and also in the Qil and Gas Technical Report.
As stated in the cover letter and on page 1-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the
Oil and Gas Technical Report is available for public review.

OTHER MINERALS

3

39

41

43

22

18

The statement is correct. The mineral leasing process is conducted in such a
way that the risks of water injury are minimized. It is the responsibility of
the lessee or claimant to mitigate any injury to an adjudicated water right.

Current policy does not permit mining and disposal of mineral materials in
floodplains if the floodplains will be adversely affected. There is no criteria
used to permit this activity on alluvial valley floors. Mining on alluvial valley
floors is regulated only for coal mining, not disposal of mineral materials. If
there are proposals for disposal or mining of mineral materials on alluvial valley
floors, they will be analyzed on a site-specific basis to assure all impacts are
mitigated.

Management of this area allows for low but evident human concentrations and
impacts. Mineral exploration and development is not in conflict with this
management guidance and does not, therefore, necessitate maintaining the existing
mineral withdrawal.

The mineral resources (including production figures) were identified in greater
detail in narrative and overlay formats in the Management Situation Analysis
(MSA). As stated on page 1-8, the MSA is available for public review and
comment. Information from the MSA was condensed and summarized for
inclusion in the Draft RMP/EIS. As indicated in the environmental impacts
section (Chapter Four) of the Draft RMP/EIS, the Preferred Alternative presented

little or no impacts to mineral development, especially for high potential minerals.

SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES

73

74

When reviewing site-specific actions, the BLM will comply with state water
quality standards as noted in the introduction to each alternative prescription.

Existing water quality standards are established by the State of Colorado, not
the BLM. Information on these standards is available at the BLM’s Montrose
District Office. The amount of data available precluded incorporation into the
RMP/EIS. The BLM does monitor water quality on public land to ensure
compliance with established standards. This information is also available at the
Montrose District Office.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83 -

8

The BLM has a representative on the Colorado Non-Point Source Advisory
Committee which is currently developing the Section 319 Assessment Report.
When completed, this report will identify non-point sources on public land.
The specifics of Section 319 program projects will be incorporated into BLM
activity plans. Salinity and sediment, the two primary water source issues addressed
in this RMP/EIS, are also discussed in the 1986 Colorado 305(b) Assessment
Report.

Site-specific monitoring is a follow-up process for objectives identified in activity
plans. As activity plans are developed, monitoring studies designed to evaluate
progress in attaining specific objectives will be developed.

“Local surface waters” refers to the water resources within the drainage where
the impact is occurring.

Domestic water users of water from public land were contacted during the
preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS. No water quality problems, potential
- impacting activities, or water quality improvement needs were identified.

Aquatic habitat activity plans would be designed to meet or exceed the water
quality standards for each particular area.

. The assumption is that AMP objectives for increased ground cover would be
met, even if adjustments to the grazing systems are required. The text in the
Proposed Plan reflects this assumption.

The BLM administers the public land under numerous Acts, Executive Orders,

" Secretarial Orders, etc. The BLM feels erosion and water quality can be improved

through proper management without the need for on-the-ground erosion control
projects. Each of the alternatives was designed to comply with existing laws
-and regulations. The impacts that are identified on pages 4-44 through 4-60
are often based on a worst-case scenario; they are not proposed management
directions, which are identified in Chapter Three.

Impacts to aquifers are discussed in each alternative prescription under a section
called Impacts to Water Resources from Locatable Minerals. See pages 4-4,
4-14, 4-30, and 4-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

‘Watershed protection for the Gunnison River through the Gunnison Gorge is
-identical in both the Conservation and Preferred alternatives.

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC SYSTEMS

23

9, H-7

The 200 AUM reduction is not a management action but rather the impact
on livestock grazing that would result from limiting forage utilization in the
riparian management unit to 35 percent. The intent of the restrictions on forage
utilization and spring period grazing is to enhance recovery of woody vegetation
and reduce soil compaction and bank damage during the wet, spring season.

The figures used on page 4-53 of the Draft RMP/EIS are actually impacts
to aquatic habitat from other uses, and are not the result of the prescription
for Management Unit D-9. The 70 miles recommended for intensive management
includes the 40 miles in Management Unit D-9 along with additional miles
that would be improved or protected through intensive grazing management
and other actions.
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RESPON SES TO COMMENTS
Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

" BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

24

40

97

113

114

116

117

118

119

8,9,23 L-21

20

30

30

23,163, 169

161

9, 16, 23, 163, 169,
L-21

The 1,034-acre figure in Table 2-5 (page 2-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS) describes
the actual existing riparian vegetation within the planning area. The 6,320 acres
in the Preferred Alternative and other figures used in other alternatives reflect
acres that would be managed for ripartan improvement. This includes areas
without existing riparian vegetation.

Current withdrawals do not restrict sales of mineral materials or mineral leasing.
Revocation of the withdrawals would open the lands to mineral location under
the 1872 Mining Laws. The BLM feels that current laws and regulations provide
sufficient means to allow mining and still protect water quality and stream
hydrology.

The numbers appearing after the stream names (e.g., Gunnison River No. 3)
are the identifiers used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for specific sections
of a given stream.

Although there has been some improvement in stream bank cover in some
areas over the past 10 to 20 years BLM data does not indicate this improvement
is widespread or that optimum conditions would be obtainedunder the
continuation of current Management Activities.

The BLM recognises that differences exist within and between riparian areas.
Specific management objectivities and guidelines would be developed in
Allotment Management Plans or other activity plans.

" Riparian vegetation in the planning area generally exists as small, isolated areas

along stream channels; the size of these areas precludes identification at the
1:200,000 scale of the RMP maps. Those areas which have the highest potential
for improvement were identified in Management Unit D-9; management in
these areas would be geared for riparian improvement. Other riparian areas
would be either maintained or improved under the Preferred Alternative even
though they are not identified individually.

The 35 percent utilization limit proposed in the Draft RMP/EIS would be
the upper limit for livestock utilization only. There is no evidence at present
to indicate that big game animals concentrate in, or make substantial use of,
woody riparian vegetation within the planning area. The greatest concentration

~ of animals occurs during the winter months; however, snow cover reduces big

game dependence on free water sources, and animals do not concentrate in
riparian areas. Improved water sources on the bench areas would improve wildlife
habitat and distribution during the warmer months, but most of these sources
would be frozen during the winter.

The management of riparian areas as described in each of the alternative -
prescriptions conforms to BLM’s riparian policy, EO 11988, and EO 11990.

None of these policies or Executive Orders exclude all negative impacts to

riparian vegetation or aquatic habitat. Public lands are managed by the BLM

for a variety of uses which, in most cases, can be compatible with appropriate

stipulations. Specific objectives for improvement would be incorporated into

new or existing activity plans after the Record of Decision for this plan is

completed.

The restrictions the BLM is recommending are anticipated to result in riparian
improvement. Monitoring studies would be utilized to determine if additional
restrictions are needed.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued) -

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

121

11, 12, 30, 148, 152,
156, 161, 164, M-I,
M-3, M-5, M-6,

M-14, M-15

- The term riparian is defined on page A-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Year-round -

surface water is not necessary to maintain healthy riparian vegetation. In the
Proposed Plan, the limit of 35 percent utilization would be used when other
methods of improving riparian vegetation have been unsuccessful. The BLM
has a substantial amount of information which supports even more severe
restrictions than those in the Proposed Plan. However, based on the current
conditions of the riparian areas, it is felt that substantial improvement would

be obtained through other methods (i.e., changing season-of-use) and that a
35 percent utilization limit would be implemented only if necessary.

'THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

11 -
27

9.

100

104 . .
105, °

106

135

8,9, 16, 23, 163, 169

9,23,169

9,23, 163

9,16, L-21

‘M3

30

23

Table 2-6 and Table 2-8 have been changed (see the Changes to the Draft

-RMP/EIS section in this document).

The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 8 in
- this document.

‘The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted prior to any surface
disturbance or the deveopment of any activity plan which may effect listed
species or their habitat.

‘Tracts with known populations of threatened and endangered species are no
‘longer identified as suitable for further consideration for disposal. All tracts
s‘would be inventoried for listed, candidate, and sensitive species prior to being

offered for disposal.
The BLM consulted with the Colorado Natural Areas program throughout the

‘development of the Draft RMP/EIS. Table 2-6 (page 2-10 of the Draft RMP/
‘EIS) identifies all protected species known to occur within the planning area.

Astragalus wetherillii has been added to Table 2-6 (see the Changes to the

‘Draft RMP/EIS section of this document). All of the species listed on Table
-2-6 are also on the State list. There were no other areas of public land identified

for special protection within the planning area.

‘A pre-disturbance clearance is conducted prior to the authorization of any surface-

disturbing activity and occupied habitat is avoided. Monitoring studies designed

‘to monitor long-term population trends and to detect impacts from livestock
- grazing and ORYV use have been established in several areas.

Some species of cacti, such as prickly pear, can be spread by livestock use.
Available data does not show that the spineless hedgehog cactus is benefitted

. by livestock grazing in any way.

Based on the objectives of the Conservation Alternative, maximum protection
was afforded the special plant resources in this management unit. In addition

- to the federally-listed plant species occurring in this area, the management unit

was designed to afford protection for unique plant associations which are grazed

by livestock and are readily accessible.

The protective measures mentioned on page 3-2 of the Draft RMP/EIS do
extend to BLM sensitive species. They do not extend to State sensitive species

-or plant associations unless these species are included in the Colorado BLM’s
‘sensitive species list.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER
NUMBER

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

'WILDLIFE HABITAT

29

96
98

107

109

110

111

L-21

34
156, 161

M-12

172

21, 161, 164, M-15

Timber harvesting in this area would be designed to imprové elk calving habitat.
These design features could include season of harvest, increasing the rotation
age, and harvesting to increase small openings in dense stands. :

The badlands areas are not suitable habitat for bighorn sheep.

Requiring the Colorado Division of Wldlife to pay grazing fees is an issue
which goes beyond the scope and purpose of this RMP. At present, the BLM
does not receive a percentage of the State’s hunting license fees. However, the
BLM has received contributed funds from the Colorado DOW for cooperative
project work to improve wildlife habitat on public lands. These funds are derived
from license fees and have amounted to a considerable sum statewide. We
agree that wildlife do receive spin-off benefits from some range improvement
projects funded by the BLM and grazing permittees.

Present conflicts for forage between livestock and wintering big game are isolated.
The Preferred Alternative allocates additional forage to wildlife in most of those
areas where conflicts between private interests and wintering big game are
occurring.

The BLM recently inventoried Fruiiland Mesa for sage grouse strutting and
wintering areas. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has been, and would continue
to be, consulted prior to any habitat modification. The present sage grouse
population is too small to be considered suitable for hunting and the available
habitat is so limited that little can be done to increase the population. Under
the Preferred Alternative, every effort would be made to maintain the present
sage grouse population.

Many areas which were once available for big game use have been converted
to other uses, such as agricultural and residential developments. With less habitat
available on private land, it becomes necessary to selectively open up some
closed pinyon-juniper stands to provide more forage on public land, especially
in wintering areas. Prior to removal of the pinyon-juniper, the needs of other
species using the area are identified so that system diversity can be maintained
or improved.

Prior to reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into the Camel Back area, a
site-specific environmental analysis which would identify potential impacts would
be completed. The reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into similar habitat
in Dominguez Canyon in 1983 has not resulted in detectable conflicts with
livestock, big game, or riparian vegetation. Although bighorn sheep would use
the streams as water sources, they would not remain in those areas where dense
vegetation inhibits their ability to recognize predators and hazards.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

26

70

30

20, 34, H-6

The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 12 in
this document. The Preferred Alternative (page 3-30, Draft RMP/EIS) also
provides guidance for livestock grazing management.

Public land administered by the BLM is managed for multiple-use. Livestock
grazing is a legitimate use of public land and can be managed to avoid detrimental
effects on sensitive areas. Under the Preferred Alternative, livestock grazing would
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12.7:
128
129
131
132
133

134

H-2

. 129

21

30

30, 156

156, M-6

be limited to 35 percent utilization and the season of use would be restricted.
ORYV use and other surface-disturbing activities would also be restricted to improve
watershed conditions. The BLM anticipates that both soil and vegetation
conditions would improve as a result of the implementation of these measures. -

AUMs were estimated to increase by one percent per year for 10 years for
impact analysis purposes only. This assumes that land treatments and more
intensive grazing systems would be successfully implemented.

Livestock grazing is already restricted around most developments and facilities.
The BLM would be willing to work with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)
in adjusting or restricting livestock use where the BOR has identified adverse
impacts from grazing on developments or facilities.

The BLM’s livestock management program is designed to eliminate overgrazing
and to improve vegetation condition. The Preferred Alternative would accomplish
this through improved management, facility development, and land treatments
designed to improve forage condition. Studies have shown a substantial increase
in forage species’ vigor and density following successful land treatment projects.

* The decreases in AUMs in the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands WSAs are

not proposed reductions; rather, this is the anticipated impact resulting from
the 35 percent utilization restriction that is a part of the management precriptions
for the riparian and salinity areas.

‘Under the Conservation Alternative, livestock grazing and drifting would be

‘completely eliminated in the Escalante Canyon RNA, Management Unit C-
2. However, this would not preclude trailing of cattle on the Escalante Canyon
road.

Percent utilization is the amount—based on weight rather than height or
appearance—of a plant’s current growth which has been removed. Key species
are those plants that, because of their importance, are monitored to evaluate

‘whether objectives are being met.

‘Reductions mentioned in the Draft RMP/EIS reflect estimates under worst-
case situations and are for impact analysis purposes only. Actual adjustments

would be determined through long-term monitoring in accordance with grazing
regulations. The BLM’s philosophy for proper range management incorporates
range management principles and various systems or philosophies, such as holistic
resource management, where appropriate.

RECREATION AND .VISUAL RESOURCES

12

50

53

25, H-5, H-8, H-10

1

These concerns have been addressed in the Addition to the Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Area Management Plan.

‘Table 2-16 (page 2-19 of the Draft RMP/EIS) has been changed to include
tthe proposed Curecanti National Recreation Area. The Fruitgrowers and Paonia

- areas will be evaluated for scenic quality and visual sensitivity when the BLM
revises its visual resources inventory.

As stated on page 1-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, additional background information

‘concerning recreational use is available in the Management Situation Analysis.
The only adequate information the BLM has on actual recreation use is for
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the Gunnison Gorge. All other recreation use is estimated from staff observations
-and from recreation users’ comments.

59 24 “The management prescription for part of Management Unit D-4 (15,610 acres)
calls for a minimum of restrictions on surface-disturbing activities. The remainder
of the unit (25,182 acres) would be managed for low but evident human
concentrations and impacts. Leasing for oil and gas is not in conflict with this
management guidance and, therefore, does not necessitate closing the area to
leasing.

65 112, 156, M-2, M-3 The BLM may charge a user fee for recreational use of the public land if
a permit system is in effect. Normally, a permit system would be considered
only in a Special Recreation Management Area, such as the Gunnison Gorge,
and not in extensive recreation areas. Costs of implementing and enforcing a
fee system throughout the planning area could be prohibitive.

69 14, 16,22, 36, 37, 38, The management prescription for Management Unit D-10 of the Preferred

41,42, 44,45, 46,48, Alternative has been rewritten for the Proposed Plan (see Management Unit
52,53, 54,56,57, 58, 10 in this document). The new prescription refiects management of the unit
60, 62, 64, 66, 67, 68, to enhance its use as an elk calving area. Specific interim management related
71,73,74,76,77, 81, to the potential ski area proposal has been deleted; the public lands within
91, 95, 97, 98, 107, the unit would therefore be managed for extensive recreational use as indicated
110, 119, 122, 123, on page 3-30 of the Draft RMP/EIS. At present, information available on
128, 130, 136, 153, the potential ski area is insufficient to determine its compatibility with wildlife
158, 161, 165, 166, habitat, timber production, and coal production. Should a completed and final
167, 168, 172, H-8, ski area plan be proposed, it would be considered in light of this plan’s Record
H-10, H-11, H-12, of Decision, resource conditions, and other pertinent factors existing at the time
L-5, L-8, L-9, L-11, the proposal is submitted.

L-13, L-14, L-16,

L-17, L-18, L-21,

M-4, M-7, M-8,

M-12

120 22 Under the Preferred Alternative, management direction for this area would
emphasize elk calving. It was assumed all impacts to elk calving use from ski
area development would be mitigated prior to approval of the ski area proposal.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES

6 50, H-2 The expense involved prohibited the inclusion of large, detailed ORV maps
in the Draft RMP/EIS. It was felt that the smaller maps in Appendix G would
serve to indicate potential problems from ORYV proposals. More detailed maps
were available upon request (see page A-21, Draft RMP/EIS). The Preferred
Alternative recommends more acres for limited ORV use, based on the need
to reduce impacts on soils, vegetation, and wildlife.

55 64 The regulations governing ORV use or public lands are contained in 43 CFR
8340.

67 9,11, 16, 23,24,30,  The BLM recognizes ORV use as a valid recreational use of the public land.

34, 50, 64, 112, 135,
161, 163, 165, 169,
172, H-2, L-21, M-2,
M-13

Restrictions on ORYV use are based on protecting natural resources and preventing
conflicts with other public land uses. Where ORV use would cause excessive
damage to resources or where conflicts with other uses are anticipated, areas
were recommended for closure to or limitations on ORV use. If the effects
from ORYV use were not considered to be significant, the areas were recommended
to be open to ORV use.
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88

137

1

19, H-7

Although the withdrawal order does not prohibit ORYV use, lands actually being

“developed for Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) projects are closed by BOR

regulations, unless opened by the BOR. ORV use on withdrawn lands not
being used for project development is administered by the U.S. Forest Service

or the BLM in accordance with their regulations (43 CFR 420). The ORV

designations in this plan apply only to lands for which the BLM has administrative
responsibilities.

In the Proposed Plan, the area within the boundary of the Camel Back WSA

is recommended for closure to ORYV use.

" CULTURAL RESOURCES

122
123
124
125

126

135

15, M-9

15, M-9

15, M-9

165,168

Cultural and =pale'ont(')lo'gical ‘resources are protected by numerous laws and

regulations. The BLM uses these laws and regulations to protect these resources -
through avoidance or mitigation of surface-disturbing activities.

In the Preferred Alternative, a portion of this area (5,848 acres) would be
intensively inventoried for cultural resources. Through the Operation Respect
program, the remaining area could be inventoried and monitored using volunteer

-expertise and labor from the Colorado Archeological Society.

These recommendations would be incorporated into activity plans designed to

improve protection and public awareness of cultural resources on public lands.
Under the auspices of Project. Pride, brochures and interpretive displays could
be funded through grant money made available to organizations committed
to the preservation of cultural resources.

" 'The Preferred Alternative recommends intensive inventory of 5,848 acres. Once

this inventory is completed and specific information on high-value and
high-density sites is obtained, activity plans designed to protect these sites would .

~'be developed. These could include changes in ORYV designation.

Upon completion of the intensive inventory, significant cultural sites would be
assigned an appropriate designation such as Conservation for Future Study or
Public Education use. The activity plans developed for these areas would identify

* the specific measures that would be needed to protect the areas’ cultural values.

WILDERNESS

10 -

20

19

10

L-21

The Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) is an integral part of the RMP.

It specifically details the wilderness issue and supports and backs up the RMP.
Wilderness evaluations, analyses, and considerations are in the WTS. Only the
recommendations from the WTS are brought forward into the RMP/EIS. Also
see Responses Number 66, 68, -and 136.

The Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS address and analyze the wilderness issue

.and the effects on it and from it. It is not the purpose of these documents
.to address alternative methods of power production.

Coal leasing would be allowed in the upper portion of the Adobe Badlands
WSA because this WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness
under the Proposed Plan.
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21

49

51

52

54

56

57

60

61

L-12

22

22

10

18

22,1-17

31, H-1

If all three WSAs were designated as wilderness, it would result in the closing .
of 41,865 acres to ORV use and oil and gas leasing. Since only the Gunnison

Gorge WSA was recommended for wilderness designation in the Preferred

Alternative, only 21,038 acres would be closed to these uses as a result of

wilderness designation. Under the Proposed Management Plan, however, 6,783

acres within the Adobe Badlands WSA and the entire 10,402 acres of the

Camel Back WSA would be closed to ORV use even though they were not

recommended for wilderness designation.

Use of motorized equipment for emergency rescue operations may be allowed
in a designated wilderness area. Use of motorized equipment by the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (i.e. helicopters, outboard motors) may be allowed in a
wilderness area with BLM State Director approval. These situations would be
addressed in the wilderness management plan that would be developed for
designated wilderness areas.

Mancos shale badlands are not inherently unsuitable for wilderness designation.
The Adobe Badlands area will be managed as an Outstanding Natural Area,
set aside to preserve unique geologic features and threatened and endangered
plants.

An alternative that would recommend the Camel Back WSA as wilderness
with provisions for water development on Winter Mesa is not needed. Under
the BLM’s Interim Management Policy, new permanent range improvements
(i.e. stock reservoirs) may be approved for the purpose of enhancing wilderness
values by better protecting the rangeland in a natural condition. Under the
BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy, new rangeland improvements may be

_allowed if determined to be necessary for the purpose of resource protection.

The text has been changed (see the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section
in this document).

None of the WSAs are rated as having high mineral potential. The Gunnison
Gorge WSA, which is recommended for wilderness designation, has a moderate
rating for mineral potential, but there are no known mineral deposits. The BLM
feels that the highest and best use of the Gunnison Gorge is as wilderness and
has, therefore, recommended it as suitable. Congress will ultimately make the
final decision on wilderness designation. FLPMA (section 603(a)) requires that
a mineral survey be conducted by the U.S. Geologic Survey and the Bureau
of Mines to determine the mineral values, if any, that may be present in an
area recommended as suitable for wilderness by the BLM. This report will
be completed before the Secretary of the Interior forwards the wilderness
designation recommendations to the President.

The BLM will address issues such as low level military flights in the Wilderness
Management Plan that would be developed after Congress designates an area

.as wilderness.

Public Law 96-560, which released the U.S. Forest Service’s Roubideau Rare
IT area from wilderness consideration, did not make any determination on adjacent
lands administered by the BLM. Also see Response Number 136 (the last response
in this section of this table). '

If Congress designates the Gunnison Gorge as a wilderness area, Congress will
also make the determination as to whether the proposed water projects would
be allowed in the wilderness area, and if any mitigation of water rights would
occur.
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62 46,47, 73 Wilderness designation and wild and scenic river designation are two separate
issues. Both require Congressional action under separate and distinct Acts.

63 16, 24, L-21 The private land in Red Canyon (within Management Unit D-4) was identified
for acquisition on page 3-34 of the Draft RMP/EIS. The Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Area Management Plan (July 1985) also identifies these tracts for
acquisition.

64 © 78, 147, M-10 Livestock grazing is permitted in designated wilderness areas to the extent
established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland improvements may
be allowed in designated wilderness areas if determined to be necessary for
resource protection.

66 21,22, 26, 28, 87, 89, The Gunnison Gorge WSA contains outstanding geologic, ecologic, scenic, and

101, 125, 139, 142, wilderness values. The area provides a. wilderness whitewater boating opportunity
143, 145, 150, 152, not available in most other wilderness areas. If designated, this area would
H9 .complement the adjacent National Park Service designated wilderness area. There
is local and regional publlc and political support for designation of the Gunnison
_ Gorge as wilderness.
68 4,11, 13, 14, 16, 19, All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the
- 21,22,23, 24,25, 26, requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However,
28, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources,
44, 45,46,47,48,51, enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values
52,53, 54, 56, 58, 59, of the area, and other available management options all play a major role in
60, 61, 63, 64, 65, 66, .determmmg whether an area should be recommended for designation as
67,68,69,70,71,72, wilderness.
gg’ Zg’ g;’ gg’ g(l)’ g;’ The BLM recognizes that the Adobe Badlands area meets the minimum wilderness
94, 95.96.97. 98, 99, criteria, but does not feel that the area’s wilderness qualities are significant enough
101 102. 103. 104, to warrant inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Shale-type
105 106, 107 108, badlands are presently represented in the NWPS by the Bisti and De-na-zin
109 110, 113, 114 wilderness areas in New Mexico, both of which are similar in appearance to
115: 1 16: 117: 118: .and within a day’s driving distance of the Adobe Badlands WSA.
119, 120, 121, 122, Ajthough the wilderness qualities of the Adobe Badlands are not significant
123, 125, 126, 127,  enough to warrant designation as wilderness, it is felt that the area’s interesting
128, 129, 130, 131,  |andforms, threatened and endangered plants, and other values are deserving
- 132,133, 135, 136, - of some form of protection. Designation of the area as an Outstanding Natural
137, 139, 142, 143, . Area is a more appropriate management option for protection of these values.
145, 147, 149, 150,  The BLM is therefore recommending that the 6,783 acres of the WSA which
152, 153, 155, 158, contain these values be designated as the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC (see
160, 162, 163, 165,  Management Unit 15). This management option would also allow the northern
166, 167, 168, 169,  portion of the WSA, with its high to moderate coal potential, to remain available
170, 171, 172, 173,  for coal leasing.
H-2, H-4, H-6, H-8,
H-10, H-11, H-12,
L-1, L-3, L4, L-5,
L-6, L-7, L-8, L-9,
L-10, L-11, L-12,
L-13, L-14, L-15,
L-16, L-17, L-18,
L-19, L-20, L-21,
M-4, M-7, M-8,
M-10 . _
1,3, 8, 10, 22, 31, 49, These concerns will be addressed during preparation of the final wilderness
165, 168 EIS.

-
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130 19 Under the Preferred Alternative, the Camel Back WSA becomes part of
Management Units D-1, D-2, and D-9. Management for these units corresponds
to and is consistent with the management direction outlined in Table 3-8 of
the Draft RMP/EIS.
136 9,11, 13, 14, 16, 19, All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the
21, 22,23, 24, 25, 26, requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However,
28, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources,
41,43,44,45,46,47, enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values
48,49, 51, 52,53, 54, of the area, and other available management options all play a major role in
55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 61, determining whether an area should be recommended for designation as
63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, wilderness.
gg’ —7/2’ -7/;’ gg’ g?’ gg’ The BLM recognizes that the Camel Back area meets the minimum wilderness
85 87, 89’ 91,9294 criteria, but does not feel that the area’s wilderness qualities, although possibly
95 96, 97 ’98 "99, important on a local or regional scale, are significant enough to warrant inclusion
101. 102. 103 ’104. in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The Dominguez WSA (73,568
106. 107. 108. 109. acres) and the Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) have both been
110 112, 113 114, recommended as suitable for wilderness designation, both of these WSAs are
115 116 117. 118, within short driving distances of regional population centers so wilderness
119, 120. 121, 122, designation of the Camel Back WSA would not significantly expand wilderness
123: 125: 126: 127: opportunities in this area. :
128, 129, 130, 131, The character, landforms, rock formations, and vegetation of the Camel Back
132, 133, 135, 136,  WSA are very similar to those of the Dominguez WSA, which is located within
137, 138, 139, 142, eight miles of the Camel Back WSA. Features typical of both the Camel Back
. 143, 145, 147, 148,  WSA and the Dominguez WSA are the steep-sided mesas covered with
149, 150, 152, 153,  pinyon-juniper woodlands and scattered sagebrush parks, and the deep, colorful,
155, 158, 160, 162,  sandstone canyons with canyon-bottom riparian vegetation that includes
163, 164, 165, 166, cottonwood, willow, and tamarisk. Roubideau Canyon (within the Camel Back
167, 168, 169, 170,  WSA) possesses some outstanding visual features, but it is not unlike several
171, 172, 173, H-2,  other plateau-region canyons, including upper Spring Creek Canyon, Escalante
H-4, H-6, H-7, H-8, Canyon, and especially Dominguez Canyon, all of which have similar formations,
H-10, H-11, H-12,  vegetation, coloration, and scenic qualities. In addition to its natural and scenic
L-1, L-3, L4, L5,  values, the Camel Back area provides important habitat for wildlife and threatened
111-61,0 L-]:/, .1]1~-8,L Ll-g’ and endangered species, and is also used for livestock grazing.
L-'13: L-l4: L-lS: Because the Camel Back area’s wilderness values are not significant enough
L-16, L-17, L-18, to warrant incluston in the NWPS, the BLM is not recommending it for wilderness
L-19, L-20, L-21, designation, and has determined that identifying the area for continued
M-4, M-7, M-8, multiple-use management is both effective and appropriate. To provide protection
M-10 for the area’s natural and scenic values, to prevent accidental destruction of
threatened and endangered plants, and to reduce active erosion, the Proposed
Plan recommends closing the area within the WSA boundary to ORV use.
SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS
19 L-21 The BLM feels there is adequate space within Management Unit 14 for a nature
trail and other interpretive purposes.
28 9, 16, 23, 163, The text has been changed; see the management prescriptions (in this document)

L-3,L-4, L-5, L-7,
L-8, L9, L-11, L-13,
L-17,L-21, M-12

for Management Units 12, 13, and 15.
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37

101

102

Y

8,24

811,24

The recommendations of the BLM Geologic Advisory Group concerning the

-1,800 acres.in Chukar Canyon and the Ute Indian fault zone were reviewed
-and considered. These areas are within the Gunnison Gorge WSA, which is

recommended for designation as wilderness. On August 22, 1972, the BLM

"designated Needle Rock as a Class IV Outstanding Natural Area under the

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation classification system.

One purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement is to analyze the impacts
-of the various alternatives to a proposed action. If management of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) are identical under all management
.alternatives, there would be no reason to analyze the impacts. The Preferred
-Alternative gives priority to the protection of ACECs; management priorities

emphasize ACECs less in other alternatives. The designation of an ACEC is

.a discretionary management action which necessitates full environmental analysis
-and public input. Activity plans will be developed for all designated ACECs

as the BLM’s operating budget permits.
Both the Conservation and the Preferred alternatives recommend three areas

" for ACEC identification; under the Proposed Plan the recommendation has
‘been expanded to four areas. All of the areas which have been identified by
‘either the public, other agencies, or the Resource Area staff have been
recommended for some form of special designation.

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT

16

17

85

87

89

90

91

7, 9, 16, 22, 24, 40,

135, 172, H-2, L-21,
M-12 o

‘The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to show all lands within the Black

Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument which are administered by the

‘National Park Service. The lands within the proposed Curecanti National

Recreation Area are shown as Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands since

-formal designation as a National Recreation Area has not yet occurred.

~ .The lands near the northeast boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison
- National Monument are Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands, not potential

exchange tracts (see map legend).

Specific criteria for the identification of tracts determined to be suitable for
‘further disposal consideration have been added (see the Disposal of Public Lands
discussion in the Proposed Plan section of this Final RMP/EIS). Tracts that

do not meet these criteria are no longer being considered as suitable for disposal.
All public lands administered by the BLM that do not meet these criteria would

Dbe retained in public ownership.

The BLM would retain withdrawals for all Bureau of Reclamation structures
and linear rights-of-way for all laterals on tracts that would be identified for

(disposal.

The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to reﬂeét these corrections. Standard
mapping practice is to not show withdrawals over water surfaces. The withdrawal

" boundary extending into the reservoir is indicative of the lands affected by the

withdrawal. Disposal would be contingent upon the lifting of existing withdrawals

‘on those tracts in T. 14 S., R. 92 and 93 W.

The text has been changed to include all public entry laws. See the Changes
to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document.

Current laws and regulations do not permit the transfer of BLM powersite reserves

to the Bureau of Reclamation. Under the Proposed Plan, the powersite
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92

93

classifications in the Dominguez area would be lifted to allow a full range
of multiple-use management.

The text has been changed; the column in Table 2-17 entitled “Purpose” is
now entitled “Primary Purpose”. See the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section
in this document.

All tracts currently under Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal would be evaluated
through the withdrawal review program,; if the withdrawals are not lifted, these
tracts would be retained in public ownership.

MAJOR UTILITIES

30

9

- 95

112

115

11, 31

9,16, L-21

31

31

31

Management Unit D-7 would be managed for existing and potential coal
development. Major utilities in areas containing coal resources would result
in a loss of coal revenue because State regulations require that surface structures
be protected from subsidence. This is usually accomplished by leaving more
coal in-place to support the surface structures than would normally be required
for room-and-pillar mining. If utility corridors were permitted over coal resources,
the coal would not be managed in the best and most efficient manner.

Whether an area (including all special management areas) is open, closed, or
restricted to major utility development is addressed by management unit in
each of the alternative prescriptions (see Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/
EIS).

The 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study is a planning tool and has been
used as such during the preparation of this RMP/EIS. In addition to the 1980
Study, the BLM also utilized the 1985 Western Regional Corridor Study, and
consulted with the Delta-Montrose Electric Association, the Colorado-Ute Electric
Association, the San Miguel Power Association, the U.S. Forest Service, and
the BLM offices administering adjacent public lands.

The disturbance associated with construction and maintenance of major utilities
and their related facilities increases stress on big game, especially when this

. disturbance occurs on crucial winter ranges when the animals are already under

stress caused by environmental factors. Mitigating measures help avoid or reduce
much of this impact, although such measures are seldom 100 percent effective.

As stated on page 3-38 of the Draft RMP/EIS, riparian areas would be open
to the development of major utility facilities. Only surface-disturbing activities
which would have long-term adverse effects would be prohibited.

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION

18

152, H-9, H-11

H-2

Public access across private land is generally obtained through purchased
easements. Condemnation can be used as a last resort, but only if negotiations
fail completely and such action is justifiable. After a route analysis is completed
to determine the best access location, the BLM negotiates with the landownei(s)
to determine mitigating measures and resolve problems and conflicts. The BLM
usually assumes maintenance responsibility for all acquired easements.

The BLM recommends acquisition of public access on the McCarty Trail in
the Preferred Alternative on page 3-32 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)

RESPONSE
NUMBER

COMMENTER
OR LETTER :
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT

48

84

H-2 As stated on page 3-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has proposed access
acquisition in these areas. The BLM presently manages some land at the confluence
which is used as a boater put-in/take-out site. The adjacent private land (Gunnison
River Pleasure Park) provides a raft/kayak take-out point, but a user fee is
charged; public use is not otherwise restricted.

22 Revised Statutes 2477 (RS 2477) was repealed by the Federal Lands Policy

and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The acknowledgement and
documentation of RS 2477 grants for public highways constructed on unreserved
public land prior to October 21, 1976, is a non-discretionary action and, therefore,
does not necessitate inclusion in this RMP/EIS.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES

H-2 : The location of the Storm King Ski area is shown as Management Unit C-10
" on the Conservation Alternative map. The information on pages 4-60 and 4-61
of the Draft RMP/EIS was derived from data provided by Storm King Associates
(the proposal’s developer), Colorado Ski Country U.S:A., and the State of
Colorado through the Division of Local Government’s Computer Model-Planning
and Assessment Model.

11 In Chapter Four of the Draft RMP/EIS, resource management trade-offs are
identified as impacts which are generated by various management actions. These
impacts, including effects on economic conditions under each of the management
alternatives, were considered in the development of the Preferred Alternative
and will be considered in the final resource management plan.

GENERAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

13

22,L-17 The Preferred Alternative was developed based on the identified issues, public
input, conflicts with other resources and uses, and laws and regulations. It is

- ‘composed of portions or combination of portions of the other management

alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is not a final decision; rather it represents

the management that the BLM has proposed for the public lands in the planning

area. The RMP/EIS is published as a Draft to allow for public review and

- comment. After consideration of the public input, the BLM will develop the

Final Resource Management Plan and provide rationale for the final decisions.

H-2 . It would be impossible to show in detail on a map all the areas that would
' be impacted by the various actions. The maps in the Draft RMP/EIS illustrate
where most resources are located and this helps indicate where impacts would
- occur. Since the plan covers a possible 15-year period and some actions, such
. as utility development, mining, and oil and gas exploration and development
- are not planned by the BLM, the locations and time frames on specific impacts
" are not known.

11, H-3, H-11 The RMP is a general land use plan that establishes land use allocations. The
. : BLM feels this plan provides the general objectives and guidance needed to
-manage the public lands. Based on the direction in the RMP, specific activity
plans which will identify objectives, mitigating measures, and specific management

actions will be developed for the various resources and resource uses.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Table 3 (continued)
COMMENTER
RESPONSE OR LETTER
NUMBER NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT
14 H-13 Although the management unit boundaries shown on each map cross private
and other non-federal lands, the management prescriptions apply to only those
lands for which the BLM has administrative authority. This includes surface
and/or subsurface estate.
15 5 The boundary of Ma'nagement Unit D-15 is the Cimarron River; the unit is
not adjacent to High Mesa.
22 16, L-21, M-12 Since specific data for proposed actions from mining and other surface-disturbing
activities are not known, impacts were expressed in qualitative rather than
quantitative terms. Environmental assessments will be prepared on specific actions
and projects, following the general land use allocations provided in the RMP.
Impacts will be analyzed and quantified at that time.
25 8 It is the BLM’s policy to involve the public and local, state, and federal government
agencies in the planning process. Attempts have been and will be made to
gain input from these entities on site-specific proposals, actions, and environmental
assessments.
86 27,28,79, 82, 84, 86, BLM management is based upon the principles of multiple-use and sustained
88,93,100,111, 124, yield; it is a combination of uses that takes into account long-term needs for
134, 140, 141, 144, renewable and non-renewable resources. All of the alternatives described in
146, 148, 151, 154, the Draft RMP/EIS are designed to provide multiple-use management but are
159, 161, * based upon different overall management objectives. -

108 5 The areas covered by the three proposed wildfire suppression strategies are

discussed in the Management Situation Analysis, which is available for public
review. Consultation with the U.S. Forest Service will be completed prior to
issuance of the Record of Decision for this resource management plan.
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 4 is a list of changes that have been made to the
text of the Draft RMP/EIS. Map 1 shows the changes in
the Limited ORV use areas, and Map 2 depicts the changes
in the areas Closed to ORV use; these maps (originally
in Appendix G of the Draft RMP/EIS) immediately follow

These text and map changes were made in response to
public comments or to internal BLM review. The list of
changes is not extensive since the Proposed Resource
Management Plan (a modified version of the Preferred
Alternative) and its accompanying map are included in this

Table 4. document.
Table 4
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS
LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE
Page 1-1; Topics Not At the end of this section add: Potential Colorado National Guard Artillery Range. (This
Addressed in this Plan land use proposal will be analyzed in a site-specific analysis when a final application for

Page 2-3; Oil, Gas and Geoth-
ermal Resources; second
paragraph

Page 2-10; Table 2-6

Page 2-10; Table 2-6

Page 2-12; Table 2-8

Page 2-19; Table 2-16

Page 2-20; Gunnison Gorge
WSA

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; first
paragraph

use is received.)

Change the third sentence to read: The potential for oil and gas production in the planning
area is considered low to moderate. There has been little past and no recent production.

Add the following entry: (Common Name) Wetherill milkvetch; (Scientific Name) Astragalus
wetherillii; (Status) BLM Sensitive; (Habitat) Clay hills in association with pinyon-juniper
and sagebrush; (Estimated Population) Unknown; (Estimated Acres of Habitat) Unknown.

Change the habitat description for Spineless hedgehog cactus to read: Rocky soils. Change
the habitat description for Uinta Basin hookless cactus to read: Gravelly soils on flats
and low hills along major drainages. Change the habitat description for Deita lomatium
to include: and mid-altitude Mancos shale in association with pinyon-juniper.

Change the status for the river otter to read: State endangered and federal candidate.

Add the following entry: (Area Identification, Number and Name) 35 Proposed Curecanti
National Recreation Area; (Size, acres) 3,200; (Scenic Quality) A; (Visual Sensitivity) H;
(Viewing Distance) FG; and (Visual Resource Management Class) I1.

At the end of this section add: The City of Delta, the Pittsburg and Midway Coal Company,
and the Colorado-Ute Electric Association hold conditional water decrees on the Gunnison
River for potential hydroelectric development. Each proposal for hydroelectric development
would affect the Gunnison Gorge WSA in some way. In March 1988, the Pittsburg and
Midway Coal Company donated flow rights of 300 cubic feet per second in the Gunnison
Gorge to The Nature Conservancy.

At the end of the paragraph add: Legal descriptions identifying withdrawals, classifications,

and reservations are included in the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) document,
which is available for public review at the Montrose BLM Office.
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Table 4 (continued)

LOCATION OF CHANGE

CHANGE

Page 2-21; - Withdrawals;
second paragraph

Page 2-21; Withdra-wals; third .

paragraph

Page 2-22; Table 2-17

Page 3-18; Management Unit
C-1; Locatable Minerals

Page 3-25; Management Unit
C-15; Special Land Uses

Change the second and third sentences to read: These withdrawals segregate the affected
lands from all public entry laws, including the general mining laws.

Change the second sentence to read: Each reserve typically involves 40 acres and segregates
the affected lands from operation of the public land laws and from non-metalliferous minerals

.under the mining laws.
~ Change the t-i.tle of column four from Purpose to Primary Purpose.

. Remove the word pre-FLPMA.

Delete this entire paragraph.
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Off-road Vehicle Designation Map
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Off-road Vehicle Designation Map
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THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Proposed Resource Management Plan was developed
based on an analysis of the public comments received on
the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS. Under the
Proposed Plan, the planning area would be managed under
the multiple-use concept. with restrictions applied so that
management objectives would be achieved.

All actions proposed in this plan would comply with
current-state and federal regulations, standards, and policies.
In addition, the following assumptions were made:

1. Site-specific activity plans would be developed or
revised, if necessary, to provide detailed management
guidance for all management units except the general
resource management unit.

2. Site-specific Environmental Analyses (EAs) and
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), if required,
would be developed for all management plans and projects
within the planning area. . ,

3. The most reasonable foreseeable level of oil, -gas,
and geothermal development throughout the planning area
would involve a maximum of ten applications to -drill
per year, with an estimated total of 30 acres of surface
disturbance per year. '

4. Lands cases generated by other agencies, individuals,
and entities would be analyzed and processed on a case-
by-case basis in accordance with guidance provided by
this plan.

5. Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) land

use classifications currently under lease would be retained
with the exception of the Delta County and Montrose
County landfills.

6. All Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) would be
managed consistent with the Wilderness Interim
Management Policy until the final decision on wilderness
designation or non-designation is made.

7. The areas recommended for designation as an
Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) or a Research Natural
Area (RNA) would also be designated as areas of critical
environmental concern (ACEC). '

Some resource management programs would be
standard throughout the planning area under the
Proposed Plan. Unless changes in or additions to
standard management directions are specifically

addressed in the management prescription for each

management unit, these resources, programs, and
_ activities would be managed as follows.

Air Quality. Activities and projects on public land would
comply with applicable local, state, and federal air quality

143

regulations. Mitigation to minimize air quality degradation
would be incorporated into project proposals as appropriate.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be identified as acceptable
for further leasing consideration.

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. At present, the
oil and gas program within this planning area is highly
speculative. Only three applications to drill have been
received over the past twelve years; none of these resulted
in producing wells. Based on this data, the BLM does not

‘foresee any change in the oil and gas program over the

life of this plan.

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate on both federal
surface and split-estate lands would be open to leasing with
standard lease terms. Other conditions for leasing such as

no ‘surface occupancy and seasonal stipulations (see

Appendix A of this Proposed Plan) are assigned in each
management unit prescription; special stipulations and
conditions also apply to federal surface and split-estate lands.
Any special stipulations (i.e., seasonal closures) prescribed
for a management unit would apply to seismic and drilling
activities.

Resource information for split-estate lands, updri which
the recommended stipulations are based, has not been

-verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review

of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by the

-stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an acceptable

level, or (2) the resources of concern are not present. Upon
either of these determinations by the Authorized Officer,
the stipulations can be waived, modified, or excepted without
public notice other than that provided for the APD.
Consultation with the surface owner also requires the
consideration of private uses of the surface. If, after on-
site inspection and consultation, it is determined by the
Authorized Officer that conditions necessary to avoid
impacts to private resources would adversely impact the
public resources addressed by these stipulations, the impacts
will be assessed. If, based upon such assessment, the
Authorized Officer makes a decision to substantially change
or waive one or more stipulations, a 30-day public review
period will be provided in addition to the public notice

- period for receipt of the APD.

Locatable Minerals. All existing withdrawals that
segretate federal mineral estate from location and entry under
the general mining laws would be recommended for
retention. Federal mineral estate in areas not under
withdrawal would be open to entry and location.
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Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estite would be open
to disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Water quality and erosion

-conditions would be inventoried and monitored. Measures

designed to minimize erosion and water quality deterioration -

would be required in plans for surface-disturbing land use
activities. The area would be open to land treatments and
development of in-channel structures and project facilities.

Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian zones and aquatic

habitats would “be inventoried and monitored where

necessary to provide information for proper management.
Vegetation conditions and streambank cover would be
maintained or improved. Measures designed to minimize
site-specific riparian and- aquatic deterioration would be
required in plans for surface-disturbing land use activities.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and
endangered species and unique plant associations would be
inventoried and monitored where necessary to provide
information for proper management. Clearances would be
conducted on all proposed surface-disturbing activities and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be
consulted as required. Measures designed to protect
threatened and endangered species and their habitat would
be required in all land use activity plans. Supplemental
releases and reintroduction of federal and state listed
endangered, threatened, and "candidate species could be
authorized following environmental analysis and consulta-
tion with the USFWS, the Colorado DlVlSl()n of Wildlife
(DOW), and other affected parties.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would
remain at current levels until studies determine adjustments
are needed to achieve management. objectives. Additional
forage allocations would be divided equally between wildlife
and livestock grazing. Wildlife habitat monitoring studies
would be established and/or mamtamed on all crucial winter
ranges. The planning area would be open to land treatments
and project facility development. Existing wildlife facilities
and land treatments would be maintained. Supplemental
releases and reintroduction of native or naturalized fish and
wildlife species (excluding federal or state listed endangered,
threatened, or candidate species) could be authorized by
the District Manager following environmental analysis.

Livestock Grazing. Suitable public lands would be
available for livestock grazing use. Livestock utilization
would be managed at current forage allocation levels until
studies indicate adjustments are needed to achieve
management objectives. New or additional available forage
would be divided equally between livestock and wildlife.
Existing livestock facilities would be maintained. Existing
allotment management plans (AMPs) would be updated
as needed and new AMPs would be developed. New
livestock facilities and land treatment projects would be
developed if needed to achieve AMP objectives. Vegetation
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condition and trend monitoring studies would be established
and/or maintained. Maximum sustained livestock utilization
levels of key forage species would be 50 percent. Allotment

. categorization would determine management and monitor-

ing intensity.

Forestry. Suitable commercial forest lands and pinyon-
juniper woodlands would be managed for sustained yield
production within the allowable cut restrictions determined
by the Timber Production Capabilities Classification (TPCC)
inventory.

Recreation. Public lands would be managed for extensive
recreational use.

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands would be open to off-
road vehicle (ORV) use.

Cultural Resources. Cultural and historical sites would
be inventoried. Clearances would be conducted on sites of
all proposed surface-disturbing activities. Measures designed
to protect cultural and historical resources would be required
in all land use activity plans.

. Paleontological Resources. Paleontological resources
would be inventoried and appropriate protective measures
would be developed if necessary.

Visual Resources. Public lands would be managed under
current visual resource management (VRM) classifications
and guidelines.

Major Utilities. Public lands would be open to
development of major utility facilities. Stipulations and
mitigating measures would be developed on a case-by-case
basis.

Powersite Withdrawals. Pending determination of
potential, existing powersite withdrawals would be
maintained. These lands would not be subject to further
consideration for disposal. No significant long-term
investments would be made on these lands unless the
investment could be recovered prior to development.

Access. In addition to the specific access needs identified
in the management unit prescriptions, the access needs
identified in the resource area’s transportation plan would
be acquired as opportunities arise.

Fire Management. Any fire which occurs in a fire use
category area before a prescribed burn plan is approved,
or which is not within the limits of the prescription, or
which threatens life or property would be suppressed as
a conditional suppression area fire.

The following management prescriptions comprise the
Proposed Resource Management Plan. Acreage figures used
in this discussion are approximations. Table 5 identifies the
management units that were established for the Proposed
Plan.



MANAGEMENT UNITS:

Table 5

PROPOSED PLAN

PROPOSED PLAN

ACRES OF PERCENTAGE'!

MANAGEMENT PUBLIC OF THE IMPORTANT RESOURCES,

UNIT SURFACE PLANNING AREA VALUES, OR LAND USES

1 186,810 39% Livestock grazing, wildlife habitat,
recreation, woodlands

2 67,320 14% Wildlife habitat, coal, woodlands

3 47,607 10% Woodlands, wildlife habitat, livestock
grazing

4 40,792 8% Recreation, soils, woodlands

5 24,177 5% Soils, recreation, oil and gas

6 21,038 4% Wilderness, recreation, T&E species

7 17,232 4% Coal, wildlife habitat

8 8,942 2% Recreation, soils

9 6,320 1% Riparian/aquatic habitat, livestock
grazing

10 3,292 Less than 1% Wildlife habitat, coal, recreation,
commercial timber

11 1,990 Less than 1% Wildlife habitat, recreation

12 1,895 Less than 1% Recreation, T&E species

13 377 Less than 1% T&E species, soils

14 80 Less than 1% Recreation, scientific values

15 6,783 1% T&E species, scenic values, soils

16 48,422 10% General land uses

Percentages are rounded to whole numbers.
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DISPOSAL OF PUBLIC LANDS

Disposal criteria have been developed for use in identifying
disposal tracts under the Proposed Plan. These tracts are
identified on the map that accompanies this document.

General Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land that
are difficult and uneconomical to manage because of their
location and other characteristics, and tracts of public land
that would best serve the public interest through their disposal
would be identified as suitable for disposal under the

' Proposed Plan.

Specific Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land meeting
. the following specific criteria would be ldenuﬁed as su1tab1e
. for disposal under the Proposed Plan:

1. Tracts of 500 acres or less which: (1) are not
administrative sites; (2) do not contain important mineral
resources; (3) do not contain known  threatened or
endangered species; or (4) do not border lakes, rivers,
or perennial streams' where. potentlal recreatlonal
development is likely.

2. Existing R&PP landfill sites.

A total of 143 tracts of public land totalling 11,026 acres
would be identified for consideration for disposal through
sale or exchange under the Proposed Plan. Existing R&PP
classifications on two tracts and existing withdrawals on
several tracts would be lifted prior to disposal.

Prior to disposal, resources within identified tracts would
be managed according to the management prescription for
the management unit in which they are located. Minimal
. funds, if any, would be spent on improvements on these
lands. Federal mineral estate would be conveyed with surface
estate where it would be in the public interest.

. MANAGEMENT UNIT 1

_ 186 810 Acres of Public Smface, 39 percent of the
Planning Area

Management Unit 1 consists of 186,810 acres of public
land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the
. Uncompahgre Plateau north of Colorado Highway 90. The
area’s range of elevations gives it a high value for both
summer and winter livestock grazing.

Public lands within the management unit would be
managed as “I” category (150,114 acres), “M” category
(25,727 acres), and “C” category (8,950 acres) grazing
allotments. Also, 2,019 acres that are presently unallotted
for livestock use would be available for grazing application.

The management unit would be managed to improve
vegetation corditions and forage availability for livestock
grazing. Land treatment projects and other facilities designed
to improve livestock forage and distribution would be
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developed. Intensive monitoring studies would be established
and maintained on all “I” and “M” category allotments.
Existing AMPs would be updated as needed and new AMPs

‘would be developed for allotments without plans. As

additional forage becomes available, livestock would have
priority for allocation. Relinquished, cancelled, or acquired
livestock grazing permits would be reissued according to
regulations.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas-estate would be open
to leasing. Seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April
30 on 64,815 acres (federal surface) and 560 acres (split-
estate) of crucial deer and elk winter range, and on 3,757
acres (federal surface) and 63 acres (split-estate) used by
bald eagles for hunting habitat. Variances to this seasonal
stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see
Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR)
withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa and both the BOR
withdrawal and the BLM powersite classifications along the
Gunnison River downstream of Delta would be recom-
mended for revocation to allow for mineral exploration and
development, facilitate resource management, and permit
long-term land use planning.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion
control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would
be incorporated into new and existing AMPs. In-channel
structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce
runoff and soil erosion would be developed.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures
would be incorporated into new and existing AMPs. Existing
wildlife habitat projects would be maintained. Bighorn sheep
could be transplanted into the Winter Mesa area if they
would not conflict with current and future livestock grazing
forage allocations. Wildlife would have first priority for all
additional forage made available as a result of non-BLM
wildlife-funded rangeland improvement projects.

Forestry. Woodland harvest areas would be managed
for increased forage production and would be compatlble
with AMPs.

Recreation. River access would be developed at. the
Escalante Bridge. Maps and informational materials on river
use would be provided. The BLM would manage recreation
use in a manner that would minimize recreational impacts
on interspersed and adjacent private land.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 7,240 acres in the Winter
Mesa/Roubideau Creek area-would be closed to ORV use.
Vehicle use on crucial deer and elk winter range (64,815
acres) would be limited to designated roads and trails from
December 1 through April 30 if necessary to reduce stress



on wintering deer and elk. The remainder of the management
unit would be open to ORV use.

Cultural Resources. A total of 5,848 acres of public
land between Colorado Highway 90 and the Big Sandy
Wash would undergo a Class III cultural inventory to
determine the significance and location of high-value
archeological sites. Upon completion of the inventory and
data analysis, some of these sites may be assigned a special
designation and a management plan would be developed.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class III guidelines, except for
Escalante Canyon which would be managed under VRM
Class II guidelines to protect its scenic qualities.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,
non-federal lands that would improve livestock management
and increase crucial deer and elk winter range would be
acquired through exchange only.

Access. Public road access would be acquired into the
Olathe Reservoir area for hunting and other recreational
purposes. Public trail access would be acquired on the
McCarty Trail in lower Escalante Canyon to provide
additional access into the Dominquez Canyon WSA.

Fire Management. A total of 97,543 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category,
with 8,657 acres identified for intensive suppression and
88,886 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total
of 89,267 acres would be managed under the fire-use
category where fire would be utilized as a management
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined
prescriptions would be allowed on these areas.

" MANAGEMENT UNIT 2

67,320 Acres of Public Surface,; 14 percent 'of the
Planning Area

Management Unit 2 consists of 67,320 acres of public
land located primarily on the southern end of the
Uncompahgre Plateau and in the lower elevations of the
North Fork Valley. These areas have large wintering deer
and elk populations. Approximately half of the management
unit is considered crucial deer and elk winter range. A portion
of the unit, in the Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area, is
suitable habitat for desert bighorn sheep.

The management unit would be managed to improve
the areas’ capabilities to support wintering deer, elk, and
bighorn sheep populations. Land treatment projects and other
facilities designed to improve the quality and quantity of
winter habitat would be developed. Wildlife would have
first priority for all additional forage made available as a
result of BLM habitat improvement projects. All other land
uses would be permitted if they would not degrade the
areas’ winter range capabilities. Disturbances would be

147

PROPOSED PLAN

minimized from December 1 through April 30 on crucial
deer and elk winter range (37,007 acres). Habitat in the
Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area would be available for
possible introduction of desert bighorn sheep.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be open to leasing. Within
crucial deer and elk winter range, seasonal stipulations on
new road and facility construction may be necessary from
December 1 through April 30 to reduce stress on wintering
deer and elk. '

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. Within crucial deer and elk winter range (37,007
acres of federal surface and 8,850 acres of split-estate),
seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling activities would
be in effect from December 1 through April 30 to reduce
stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this seasonal
stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see
Appendix A).

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open
to disposal of mineral materials. Within crucial deer and
elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on disposal activities
may be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to
reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion
control objectives, projects, and mitigation measures would
be incorporated into new wildlife habitat management plans
(HMPs). Land treatment and erosion control projects would
be permitted if they would be compatible with wildlife
habitat management objectives.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue
at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless
studies determine adjustments are needed. Livestock would
have first priority for all additional forage made available
as a result of livestock operator-funded rangeland
improvement projects. Non-conflicting livestock manage-
ment objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would
be incorporated into new wildlife HMPs. Facility
development and land treatment projects would be permitted
if they would be compatible with wildlife habitat
management objectives.

Forestry. The management unit would be available for
woodland product harvests. On 37,007 acres of crucial deer
and elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on harvests may
be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to reduce
stress on wintering deer and elk. Woodland harvests would
be designed to increase forage production and would be
compatible with wildlife habitat management objectives.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 2,482 acres in the Camel
Back/upper Roubideau Creek drainage area would be closed
to ORYV use. Vehicle use in the remainder of the management
unit would be limited to designated roads and trails from
December 1 through April 30. Variances to this seasonal
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limitation' may be granted if ORV use would not result
in any negative impacts on wintering deer and elk.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class III guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities. Within crucial
deer and elk winter range, construction activities may be
restricted from December 1 through April 30 if necessary
to reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are avallable
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective
management of crucial deer and elk winter range may be
acquired through exchange.

Access. Public access would be acquxred into the
McDonald Mesa, Roatcap-Jay Creek, Spaulding Peak/Dry
Creck, Oak Mesa, and Oak Ridge areas for hunting and
other recreational uses, wildlife habitat management, and
timber and woodlands management.

Fire Management. A total of 53,502 acres of public

surface would be managed under the fire suppression
category, with 48,118 acres identified for intensive
suppression and 5,384 acres identified for conditional
suppression. A total of 13,818 acres would be managed
under the fire-use category where fire would be utilized
as a management tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting
pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in these
areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 3

47,607 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the
" Planning Area

Management Unit 3 consists of 47,607 acres of public
land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the
Uncompahgre Plateau. The management unit contains some
of the most productive pinyon-juniper woodland sites in
the planning area which are used extensively for llvestock
grazing and are valuable deer and elk habitat.

The management unit would be managed for sustained
yield production of the woodland resource within the
allowable cut restrictions determined by the TPCC inventory
(23,206 acres).

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation- on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect on crucial deer and elk winter
range (28,552 acres of federal surface and 25 acres of split-
estate) from December 1 through April 30 if necessary to
reduce stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this
seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case—by-case basns
(see Appendix A) .
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Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion
control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would
be incorporated into new forest management plans (FMPs).
Existing erosion control projects would be maintained and
new projects would be developed if they would not decrease
the woodland base.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures
would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing wildlife
habitat projects would be maintained and new projects would
be developed if they would not decrease the woodland base.

Livestock Grazing. Non-conflicting livestock grazing
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures
would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing livestock
projects would be maintained and new projects would be
developed if they would not decrease the woodland base.

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unit would be open
to ORV use except in crucial deer and elk winter range
(28,552 acres) where vehicle use would be limited to
designated roads and trails from December 1 through April
30 if necessary to reduce stress on wintering deer and elk.
Use of ORVs for woodland management and harvest
purposes would be authorized year-round.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Beaver
Hill and Linscott Canyon areas for woodland harvest and

_recreatlon purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 25,162 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category,
with 21,187 acres identified for intensive suppression and
3,975 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total
of 22,445 acres would be managed under the fire-use
category where fire would be utilized as a management
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined
prescriptions would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 4

40,792 Acres of Public Surface; 8 percent of the Planning
Area

Management Unit 4 consists of the 40,792 acres of public
lands surrounding the Gunnison Gorge. The management
unit is characterized by a diversity of landscapes and high-
value recreation opportunities. The need to protect both
the quality and diversity of recreation opportunities and to
facilitate recreation use would be recognized as important
during the formulation of management decisions affecting
the area.

The management unit would be managed as the Gunnison
Gorge Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA).
Maps, interpretive materials, and facilities would be
developed. Rec¢reation use would be monitored and possibly



restricted as necessary to protect natural features and
recreation opportunities.

Lands in the Peach Valley area (15,610 acres) would
be managed for ORV recreation opportunities. A minimum
of restrictions would be placed on surface-disturbing activities
and a high concentration of recreation users would be
permitted within this area.

Motorized access to the remainder of the management
unit (25,182 acres) would be restricted to designated roads,
the majority of which are primitive in character. This area
would be managed to maintain a predominantly natural
environment with low but evident human concentrations
and impacts.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April
" 30 on crucial deer and elk winter range (8,077 acres of
federal surface and 280 acres of split-estate). Variances in
this seasonal restriction may be granted on a case-by-case
basis (see Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. Federal mineral estate would be
open to entry and location. The BLM protective withdrawal
(PLO 5261; September 15, 1972) would be revoked and
the BOR withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa would bé
recommended for revocation. Revoking these mineral
withdrawals would allow for mineral exploration and
development, facilitate resource management, and: perrmt
long-term land use planning:

Soils and Water Resources. The Elephant Skin Wash
salinity control project would be maintained to reduce saline
runoff. Elephant Skin Wash would be protected from
surface-disturbing activities.

Wildlife Habitat. Bighorn sheep habitat in the Smith-Fork
Canyon (2,250 acres) would be monitored and protected.
Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining
the necessary forage and isolated habitat requirements of
bighorn sheep would be permitted.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue
_at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless
 studies indicate that adjustments are needed. The 140-acre
" Gunnison Forks. habitat management area would remain

unallotted for livestock grazing. Livestock forage utilization
would be limited to 35 percent in the Elephant Skin Wash
area (2,370 acres) as necessary to protect soils by maintaining
an optimum basal ground cover.

Forestry. A 1,255-acre portion (in the Black Ridge area)
of the 2,500 acres of harvestable woodlands within the
management unit would be available for management and
harvest. This area would be closed to harvest from December
1 through April 30 to protect crucial deer and elk winter
range. The remaining harvestable woodlands (1,245 acres)
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would be managed for scenic and relic-area values and would
not be harvested.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 15,610 acres in n the Peach '
Valley area would be open to ORV use. To protect natural
and scenic values, vehicle use in the Elephant Skin Wash

.area and the remainder of the management unit would be

limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.

Visual Resources. The 15,610 acres open to ORV use
would be managed under VRM Class IV guidelines.

Major Utilities. A total of 2,462 acres in the Smiths
Mountain and Gunnison Forks areas would be open to
but not preferred for development of new major utility
facilities. These lands could be utilized for major utility
development if there are no feasibie alternatives. The
remainder of the management unit would be closed to new
major utility development to protect natural and scenic
values.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. Actions would be
initiated to acquire 2,200 acres of non-federal lands, as
identified in the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area
Management Plan (RAMP), that would be necessary to
facilitate public access and enhance recreational values. -

Access. Public access would be acquired along the '
Gunnison Gorge rim southwest of the Gunnison Forks and
from Colorado Highway 92 to the Gunnison River in the
Austin area for recreation purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 26,070 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category
and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of
14,722 acres would be managed under the fire-use category
where fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned
or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions
would be allowed on these areas. :

MANAGEMENT UNIT 5

24 177 Acres of Public Surface; 5 percent of the Planning
Area

Management Unit 5, totalling 24,177 acres, consists of
Mancos shale hills commonly known as the “adobes”. These
highly erodible soils, combined with a lack of protective
vegetation, can produce sediment loads in local watersheds
that are high in salinity. High precipitation runoff rates from
the adobes contribute to overall salinity levels in the Upper
Colorado River Basin. Salinity yields are increased within
localized areas due to increased erosion from surface-
disturbing activities including ORYV use and livestock grazing.

The management unit would be managed to reduce
salinity loads in the Upper Colorado River Basin. In-channel
structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce
runoff, erosion, and sedimentation would be developed, and
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surface protection measures would be implemented. Forage
utilization would be managed to achieve the basal ground
cover objectives identified in Table 6. Surface-disturbing
activities would be curtailed from March 1 through May
31 when saturated soils are most vulnerable to damage.
Activities and other land uses which are consistent with
maintaim'ng the soil and vegetative conditions necessary to
reduce erosion and salt contributions to the river basm would
" be permitted.

Table 6
OBJECTIVES FOR PERCENT
GROUND COVER WITHIN
"MANAGEMENT UNIT 5

: PERCENT BASAL
" -RANGE SITE LOCATION GROUND COVER
. Stony saltdesert North of Delta 10
" Clayey saltdesert  South of Hotchkiss 10

Salt flats South of Hotchkiss )

‘Clayey saltdesert

Bone Mesa _ 10

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect from March 1 through May

31 to protect erodible and saline soils on 24,177 acres of

federal surface and 4,155 acres of split-estate. Variances to
this seasonal stlpulatlon may be granted on a case-by-case
basis (see Appendix A). .

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open
to mineral material activities except from March 1 through
May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would be allowed
except from March 20 to range readiness to protect plant
species during the spring growth period, and to prevent soil
disturbance when saturated soils are most vulnerable to
damage. If the basal ground cover is less than the objectives
identified in Table 6 livestock forage utilization would be
managed at 35 percent of key forage species to increase
basal ground cover.

Off-Road Vehicles. To protect highly saline soils, vehicle
use in the entire management unit would be limited to
designated roads and trails yearlong.

Major Utlhtles The management unit would be open
- to development of major utility facilities but no surface-
disturbing . activities would be permitted from March 1
through May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils.
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Fire Management. A total of 22,992 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category
and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of
1,185 acres would be managed under the fire-use category
where fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned
or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions
would be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 6

21,038 Acres of Public Surface; 4 percent of the Planning
Area

Management Unit 6 is the Gunnison Gorge WSA (CO-
030-388). The WSA, totalling 21,038 acres, would be

“recommended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness

designation. Until a final decision on wilderness designation
or non-designation is made, the Gunnison Gorge WSA
would be managed according to the Wilderness Interim
Management Policy and the Gunnison Gorge RAMP.

During the wilderness intensive inventory, the Gunnison
Gorge was determined to meet the wilderness size
requirement of at least 5,000 acres, to be natural, and to
provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive/
unconfined recreation. The scenic and wilderness canyon
complex of the area has received considerable publicity and
public interest. If designated as wilderness by Congress,
activities and land uses that are consistent with preserving
the natural condition and wilderness character of the area
would be permitted.

Air Quality. The management unit would be managed
within federal air quality Class II guidelines unless the State
of Colorado reclassifies the area, or other areas, as a result
of procedures prescribed in the Clean Air Act as amended
in 1977. Under other state authorities, the Gunnison Gorge
WSA is currently managed as a Category I area where
more restrictive sulfur dioxide requirements apply.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be closed
to future leasing. There are no pre-FLPMA leases in the
WSA. Development of any post-FLPMA leases would be
permitted only if activities would result in no impairment
of wilderness characteristics.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be
closed to mineral entry and location except for pre-FLPMA
claims determined to have valid discoveries. The majority
of the area (74 percent) is presently withdrawn from mineral
entry.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be
closed to disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Where natural recovery
is unlikely, deteriorated watershed conditions would be
restored if life, property, or wilderness values are threatened,
or if serious depreciation of important environmental



qualities outside the wilderness area is evident. Revegetation
efforts would be limited to use of native or naturalized species.
Whenever feasible, non-motorized access -and . project
development methods would be required. Approval of the
BLM Director would be required for all watershed
restoration projects. :

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and
endangered species research and habitat improvement would
be permitted if activities are consistent with.protection of
wilderness values. Habitat would be managed for federally-
listed bald eagles and peregrine falcons and state-listed river
otters. Recreation use would be restricted if necessary for
the protection of threatened and endangered species. -

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife habitat would be managed
to allow for natural distribution, numbers, and interaction
of indigenous wildlife and fish species. Developed facilities,
if necessary for the continued existence or welfare of a wildlife
species, would be permissible if wilderness characteristics
would not be impaired. Bighorn sheep habitat and deer
and elk winter range would be managed in cooperation
with the Colorado DOW. Supplemental releases of bighorn
sheep would be permitted as identified in the 1986
reintroduction plan or its future amendments.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing and facility
maintenance would be managed at levels and conditions
established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland
improvements would be permissible if determined to be
necessary for rangeland and/or wilderness protection.

Forestry. Woodland harvest and/or management would
be permitted only for control of insects and disease if
determined necessary to protect resources outside the
management unit. There is a total of 337 acres of productive
woodlands within the WSA that would be unavailable for
management and harvest.

Recreation. Recreation use would be regulated as
necessary to protect wilderness values. Highest priority would
be given to low-impact recreation activities that could not
be accommodated outside the wilderness environment.
Opportunities for non-motorized recreation in a predom-
inantly natural environment would be maintained. Facilities,
improvements, and signs would be limited to those necessary
to protect wilderness resources along with public health and
safety. Permits would be required for all . commercial
recreation uses and, if necessary to protect wilderness values,
for all non-commercial recreationists. Hunting, fishing, and
recreational trapping would be permitted.

The river corridor would be managed to maintain very
low human group concentrations and little overall evidence
of human use. River-boating use would be limited to six
to ten group encounters per day with no more than one
commercially-outfitted trip allowed per day. Allocations
between private and commercial river-boating use would
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be made if necessary to protect wilderness values or to
emphasize opportunities for specific recreational experiences

_such as self-reliance as opposed to guided and outfitted
- experiences.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in general would be
eliminated from the management unit. Vehicle use would
be permitted in certain circumstances involving valid existing
rights, livestock grazing, fire suppression, life-threatening
emergencies, and wilderness area administration. The rugged
canyon area has few vehicular access routes.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources. In most
instances, cultural and paleontological resources would be
subject to the forces of nature in the same manner as other
wilderness resources. Study or management would not entail
excavation, stabilization, or interpretation. Exceptions may
be granted by the BLM State Director for unusually
significant cultural or paleontological resources.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed
to development of utility facilities. The area is not within
the lands identified as needed for future major utility
development in the 1980 and 1985 Western Regional Utility
Corridor Study(s).

Hydroelectric Development. Several hydroelectric
projects have been proposed for development on the

. Gunnison River which would be within or affect the WSA.

Temporary protective withdrawals have disallowed major
on-the-ground evaluations by the proponents. The President
has compatibility decision authority between the wilderness
and the prospecting for hydroelectric sites, and BLM
recommends that he recommend to Congress the unsuit-

.ability of actual dams or construction of dams in the

wilderness designation.

BLM recommends the revocation of BOR withdrawals.
However, if BOR determines that the withdrawal is still
needed for Reclamation purposes, the withdrawal will be
continued.

Access. Public access to the WSA boundary in the Red
Canyon area would be identified for acquisition.

Agricultural Development. No agricultural or related
development would be permitted within the management
unit. The BLM would recommend revocation of the portion
of the BOR Fruitland Mesa withdrawal that is within the
WSA.

Fire Management. A total of 21,038 acres would be
managed under the fire-use category where fire would be
utilized as a management tool. Only natural ignitions meeting
pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in this area.
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MANAGEMENT UNIT 7

17,232 Acres of Public Su:face; 4 percent of the Planning
Area '

Management Unit 7 consists of 54,474 acres of federal
coal estate within the planning area and 1,756 acres of federal
coal estate outside of the planning area. A 17,232-acre
portion of this federal coal estate underlies federal surface
estate.

The management unit would be managed for both existing
and potential coal development. Development of existing
coal leases would continue, and unleased federal coal would
be identified as acceptable for further coal leasing
consideration with a minimum of multiple-use restrictions.
Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining
existing coal operations and the potential for coal
development would be permitted. '

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April
30 on 1,730 acres (federal surface) of crucial deer and elk
winter range, and on 1,637 acres of federal surface and
630 acres of split-estate lands used as hunting habitat by
bald eagles. Variances in these seasonal stipulations may
be granted on a case-by-case basis (see Appendix A).

Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian/aquatic zones up
to one-quarter mile wide would be protected. Activities that
disturb these areas could be approved on a site-specific basis
after consultation with affected entities and development
of mitigating measures.

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife would have priority for forage
allocations on crucial deer and elk winter range (1,730 acres).

Forestry. All commercial forest lands and pinyon-juniper

-woodlands that are suitable for harvest would be managed

for sustained yield production within allowable cut
restrictions determiined by the TPCC inventory.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in the riparian zones
- associated with Bear and Roatcap creeks would be limited
to designated roads and trails yearlong. Vehicle use in crucial
deer and elk winter range (1,730 acres) would be limited
to designated roads and trails from December 1 through
April 30. This seasonal ORV designation would be subject
to change on a site-specific basis if mild winter conditions
eliminate the need for protection of a crucial winter range.

Major Utilities. Corridors one-quarter mile wide and
located on each side of Coiorado Highway 133 would be
open to development of major utility facilities. The remainder
of the area would be closed to major utility facilities except
- for those needed for coal development. Within the
management unit, 83 percent of the public lands that are
identified as needed for future major utility development
would be closed to this type of development. This
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management would greatly reduce the long-term conflicts
between new utility facilities and the potential surface effects
of coal mine subsidence.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective
management of riparian zones along with crucial deer and
elk winter range would be acquired through exchange only.

Fire Management. A total of 14,910 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category
and identified as intensive suppression areas. A total of 2,322
acres would be managed under the fire-use category where
fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or

-natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would

be allowed on this area.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 8

8,942 Acres of Public Surface; 2 percent of the Planning
Area

Management Unit 8 is 8,942 acres of public land northeast
of Delta that consists of Mancos shale (adobe badlands)
hills with little vegetative cover. The area is suitable and
utilized for ORYV recreation. ORYV activities typically involve
local residents and occur during the spring, fall, and winter.

The management unit would be managed as open to
ORV use. Recreational and competitive ORV use and a
high concentration of recieation users would be permitted
within the management unit. Facilities such as informational
siges and motorcycle loading ramps could be developed
if constructed and maintained to BLM standards by local
ORYV organizations. A minimum of restrictions would be
placed on surface-disturbing .activities that do not impede
or endanger ORYV recreationists.

Prior to management of the area for ORV use, an
inventory will be conducted to identify threatened and
endangered plant populations. The management unit’s
proposed boundary will be adjusted to exclude threatened
and endangered plants. If plants or plant communities cannot
be excluded from the management unit, protective fencing
or other measures will be implemented to protect the plants.
The USFWS will be consulted.

Livestock Grazing. Grazing use would continue in the
management unit but construction of facilities, such as
livestock control fences, that create safety hazards or impede
free vehicle use would not be permitted.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class IV guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities.



Fire Management. A total of 8,942 acres of public land
would be managed under the fire suppression category and
identified as conditional suppression areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 9

6,320 Acres of Public Surface; 1 percent of the Planning
Area

The public land riparian zones that comprise Management
Unit 9 occur throughout the planning area and are generally
associated with perennial or intermittent streams. These areas
(6,320 acres) have a very high productive capability and
are very important in maintaining the water quality of the
adjacent streams.

The management unit would be managed to restore.and
enhance riparian vegetation along 40 miles of streams.
Objectives and projects designed to accelerate improvement
of species diversity, streambank cover and stability, and
instream structure, and to raise the water table would be
incorporated into existing activity plans or developed in new
riparian/aquatic system management plans. All areas would
be intensively monitored for vegetation, aquatic habitat, and
erosion conditions. :

Coal. Coal development would be considered on a site-
specific basis after consultation with affected entities and
formulation of mitigating measures.

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be
closed to disposal of mineral materials except for sales which
would result in negligible or no impacts to the riparian
and aquatic systems.

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion
control and water quality improvement objectives and
projects would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic
system management plans.

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures
would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic system
management plans.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing use would be
permitted in riparian zones except from March 1 through
range readiness, during which time it would be eliminated
to accelerate improvement of riparian vegetation. To
improve the condition of riparian zones, management
practices and principles would be established in activity plans.
Utilization of 35 percent by weight of key forage species
will be used as a general guidance for improvement; this
may vary depending on the individual riparian system.
Trailing use would be limited as much as possible and
confined to established roads, and trailing livestock would
not be permitted to bed in riparian zones unless absolutely
necessary.
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Forestry. Woodland product harvests would not be
permitted in the management unit.

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 680 acres in Roubideau
and Potter creeks would be closed to ORV use. Vehicle

use in the remainder of the management unit would be

limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities. Surface-disturbing
activities which would have long-term adverse effects on
riparian/aquatic systems wou'd be prohibited.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective
management of riparian/aquatic systems would be acquired
through exchange only.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Terror
Creek area for project development and recreation purposes.
The Potter Creek road (five miles) and the Dry Fork of
Escalante Creek road (two miles) would be closed and
rehabilitated and removed from the transportation plan.

Fire Management. A total of 3,082 acres of public land
would be managed under the fire suppression category, with
1,607 acres identified for intensive suppression and 1,475
acres identified for conditional suppression. A total of 3,238
acres would be managed under the fire-use category where
fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or
natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would
be allowed on these areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 10

3,292 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of
the Planning Area

Management Unit 10 consists of two tracts in the High
Park/Storm King Peak area 20 miles southeast of Montrose.
The management unit (3,292 acres of public land) ranges
from 8,500 feet to over 10,000 feet in elevation, and is
used extensively as an elk calving area in the spring. The
largest commercial timber stands in the planning area exist
in this unit.

The management unit would be managed to enhance
its use as an elk calving area. Any disturbance during the
calving season (May 1 through June 15) would be limited
as much as possible. Habitat in elk calving areas would
be improved, and wildlife would have first priority for
allocation of new forage.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate (3,292 acres
of federal surface and 1,423 acres of split-estate lands) would
be open to leasing with a seasonal stipulation on seismic
and drilling activities in effect from May 1 through June
15 to prevent disturbance of calving elk. Variances to this
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seasonal stipalation may be granted on a case-by-case basis
(see Appendix A).

“Soils and Water Resources. Stipulations designd is used
extensively as an elk'calving area in the spring. The Iargest
commercial tlmber stands in the planning area exist in this

" unit,

Forestry Skid trails and other roads would be closed
and rehabilitated; main haul roads would remain available
for public use.

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unit would be open
to ORV use except during the elk calving season when
all roads would be closed. Access for maintenance of the

existing communications site would be permitted at all times.

Major Utilities. Public lands would be open to
development of major utility facilities but no surface-
disturbing activities would be permitted during the elk
calving season.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,
non-federal lands that would expand elk calving areas and
improve extensive recreational - opportunities would be
acqulred through exchange only.

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Storm
King and High Park areas for timber harvest and extensive
recreation purposes.

Fire Management. A total of 3,292 acres of public land
~would be managed under the fire suppression category and
. identified as intensive suppression areas.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 11

1,990 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of
the PIanmng Area

Management Unit 11 is comprised of 1,990 acres of public
.- land adjacent to the Gunnison River west of Delta. It adjoins
- the Escalante State Wildlife Area” which is administered
by the Colorado DOW. The management unit presently
receives considerable use by waterfowl as nesting and resting
. - habitat. Additional management and minor developments
could enhance its potential for increased use as waterfowl
habitat.

The management unit would be managed as waterfowl
habitat. Adequate cover, wetlands, and nesting structures
would be provided. Disturbance would be minimized during
the breeding and nesting season (March .15 through June
 30). Activities and land uses that are. consistent with
-maintaining waterfowl habitat characteristics would be
permitted. The BLM would coordiniate ‘management of the
area with the DOW,

~ Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate (1, 990 acres
of fed_eral surface and 1_50 acres of split-estate lands) would
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be open to leasing with seasonal stipulations on seismic
and drilling activities in effect from March 15 through June
30 to protect waterfowl habitat, and from December 1
through April 30 on habitat used for hunting by bald eagles.
Variances to the ‘'seasonal stipulations may be granted on
a case-by-case basis (see Appendix A).

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawal and the BLM

. powersite classifications in this management unit would be

recommended for revocation and opening to permit mineral
exploration and development, facilitate resource manage-
ment, and permit long-term land use planning. Federal

" mineral estate would be opened to entry and location.

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open
to disposal of mineral materials except during the waterfow!
nesting season.

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available,
non-federal lands that would be necessary to increase
waterfowl habitat and facilitate development and manage-

ment of the area would be acquired through exchange only.

Fire Management. The entire management unit (1,990
acres) would be managed under the fire suppression category
and identified as a conditional suppression area.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 12

' 1,895 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of

the Planning Area

Management Unit 12 is 1,895 acres of public land in
Escalante Canyon approximately six miles southwest of the
Gunnison River. Several listed plant species and two unique
plant associations occur in the management unit. The area
also receives significant recreational use due to its scenic
qualities and the presence of eroded potholes in Escalante
Creck. '

The management unit would be designated as the
Escalante Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACEC). This designation would enhance management and
protection of the listed plant species and unique plant
associations, and would improve the public’s awareness of
the recreational hazards of the Escalante Potholes. Plant
monitoring studies would be developed and activities
designed to improve these plants’ habitat conditions would
be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be restricted.
Informational signs identifying potential recreational hazards
would be provided. Camping would be limited to designated
areas.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be
withdrawn fram entry and location for locatable minerals.



Mineral Materials. The management unit would be
closed to disposal of mineral materials to protect the potential
habitats of listed species and unique plant associations.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would contmue
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and
endangered plant spec1es and unique plant assocnatnons or
their potential habitats are being degraded.

Forestry. To prevent accidental destruction of listed
species and unique plant associations, woodland harvests
“would not be permitted.

Off-Road Vehicles. To prevent accidental destruction
of listed species and unique plant associations, vehicle use
within the management unit would be llmlted to designated
roads and trails yearlong.

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class II guidelines to maintain its
scenic qualities.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed
_to development of major utilities to prevent accidental
destruction of listed specnes and unique plant associations,
and to maintain its scenic qualltles

Fire Management. All 1,895 acres of public surface in
the management unit would be managed under the fire-
use category where fire would be utilized as a management
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined
prescriptions would be allowed.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 13

377 Acres of Public Swface, less than 1 percent of the
PIanmng Area

Management Unit 13 consists of two tracts totallmg 377
acres of public land eight miles east of Montrose. The smaller
tract is north of Highway 50 and the larger tract is south
. of the highway. The tracts contain the largest population

of the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat. in the
- planning area and also have significant populations of
Montrose penstemon, a candidate species.

.. The management unit would be designated as the Fairview
Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental
concern (RNA/ACEC). Plant monitoring studies- would be

- developed in cooperation with the Colorado Natural Areas
Program and actions designed to improve habitat-conditions
would be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be
restricted to protect the threatened and endangered species
and their potential habitat.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be
withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals.
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Mineral Materials. The management unit would be
closed to disposal of mineral materials to prevent accidental
destruction of threatened or endangered plant species or
their potential habitat.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and
endangered plant species or their potential habitats are being
degraded.

Off-Road Vehicles. Te prevent accidental destruction
of threatened or endangered plant species or their potential
habitat, the management unit would be closed to ORV use.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open
to development of major utility facilities, except pipelines,
so long as there would be no disturbance of threatened
or endangered plant species or their potential habltat

Fire Management. The management unit (377 acres)
would be managed under the fire suppression category and

.identified for conditional suppression.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 14

80 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of the
Planning Area

Management Unit 14 is an 80-acre site consisting mainly
of a volcanic structure with high-value scientific, interpretive,
and scenic characteristics. A shelter facility and interpretive
nature trail have been developed in the area. Needle Rock
is part of the Colorado Natural Areas Program and is one
of the significant public land geologic features in Colorado
as identified by the BLM’s Geologic Advisory Group.

The management unit would be designated as the Needle
Rock Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical
environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). This designition
would preclude all surface-disturbing activities that are not
consistent with management of the area for natural, scenic,
and educational values. The area  would be managed to
protect these values and for recreation opportunities
(sightseeing, picnicking, and geologic study).in a roaded
but natural environment. A management plan would be
developed following designation. . .

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would remain

- withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be
closed to disposal of mineral materials. - .

Livestock Grazing. The management unit would remain
unallotted for livestock grazing use.

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use within the management
unit would be limited to designated roads and trails yearlong.



PROPOSED PLAN

Visual Resources. The management unit would be
managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed
to development of major utility facilities. '

Fire Management. The entire management unit would
be managed under the fire suppression category and identified
as an intensive suppression area. :

MANAGEMENT UNIT 15

6,783 Acres of Public Surface; 1 percent of the Planning
Area

Management Unit 15 consists of 6,783 acres of public
land approximately three miles northwest of Delta,
Colorado. This area, commonly known as “the adobes”,
consists of Mancos shale hills and flats which, through wind
and water erosion, have formed unique scenic formations.
The unit’s soils are highly erodible and saline. Spring and
summer storms frequently result in high sediment loads and
very saline runoff.

. The management unit also contains populations of the
threatened Uinta Basin hookless cactus and is potential
habitat for the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat and
the candidate Montrose penstemon.

The management unit would be desngnated as the Adobe
Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical
environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). The area would be
managed to protect its unique scenic qualities and threatened
and endangered species’ habitats, and to reduce active
erosion. '

The management unit would be protected from surface-
disturbing activities which would degrade the area’s scenic
qualities and accelerate erosion. A complete inventory for
threatened and endangered species would be conducted.
Forage utilization would be managed to achieve a basal
ground cover of 10 percent.

Coal. Federal coal estate would be closed to leasing.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation.

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be
closed to the disposal of mineral materials.

Soils and Water Resources. Erosion and salinity control
measures would not utilize structures or land treatments
which would alter scenic values.

Threatened and Endangered Species. A complete
inventory for threatened and endangered species would be
conducted. Research and monitoring studies would be
established.
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Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would
remain -at current levels. No additional forage allocations
would be made. To protect scenic values, no new habitat
improvement projects or maintenance of existing projects
would be permitted.

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and
endangered plant species or their potential habitat are being
degraded. If basal groundcover is less than 10 percent,
livestock forage utilization would be managed at 35 percent
utilization of key forage species. No additional forage
allocations would be made. To protect scenic values, no
new livestock improvement projects or maintenance of
existing projects would be permitted.

Recreation. The unit would be managed for primitive
non-motorized recreational use.

Off-Road Vehicles. The unit would be closed to ORV
use to protect the scenic qualities and to prevent accidental
destruction of threatened and endangered plant species and
their potential habitat.

Visual Resources. To maintain its scenic qualities, the
unit would be managed under VRM Class I guidelines.

Major Utilities. The unit would be closed to the
development of major utility facilities to prevent accidental
destruction of threatened and endangered species and to
maintain its scenic qualities.

Fire Management. The unit would be managed under
the fire suppression category and identified for conditional
suppression.

MANAGEMENT UNIT 16 -

48,422 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the
Planning Area

In general, the public lands in Management Unit 16
(48,422 acres) would be managed according to the policy
assumptions and standard resource program management
guidance developed for this Proposed Plan. No single
resource or resource use would have management priority.
No activity plans would be written and no major BLM-
funded projects or facilities would be developed within this
area. Habitat, vegetation, and other resource studies would
be minimal. Specific resource management in this area would
be prescribed as follows.

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April
30 on 1,042 acres of federal surface along the Gunnison
and North Fork of the Gunnison rivers that are used by
bald eagles as hunting habitat. Variances to the seasonal



stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see
Appendix A). :

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawals on Fruitland
Mesa and along the Gunnison River downstream of Delta
would be recommended for revocation to allow for mineral
exploration and development, facilitate resource manage-
ment, permit long-term land use planning, and allow for
disposal of 806 acres of public land on Fruitland Mesa.
Withdrawals on all other lands identified for disposal would
be recommended for revocation. Portions of withdrawals
in the management unit would be affected, including those
associated with 108 acres of the Paonia Project, 37 acres

of the Gunnison/Arkansas Project, 72 acres of the

Uncompahgre Valley Project, and 25 acres along the East
Canal. Federal mineral estate would be open to entry and
location after a withdrawal is revoked.
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Forestry. The reserved federal timber (123 acres) on 160
acres of land deeded to the Girl Scouts of America would
be removed from the timber base and not considered for
harvest. The management and harvest of this timber would
be inconsistent with use of the land as a Girl Scout camp.

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands within the management
unit would be open to ORV use.

Fire Management. A total of 48,422 acres of public
land would be managed under the fire suppression category,
with 12,401 acres identified for intensive suppression and
36,021 acres identified for conditional suppression.



COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN
AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Table 7 is a composite summary of the data presented in
the prescriptions for the Continuation of Current
Management Alternative, the Production Alternative, the
Conservation Alternative (all of which are described in
Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/EIS), and the Proposed
Management Plan. The table summarizes by resource or
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resource use the major land use allocations that would be
made under each management alternative and under the
proposed plan. The purpose of this comparison is to identify
major differences between the alternatives and the proposed
plan, and to provide a clearer basis for management
recommendations. '



_ . : Table 7 _
COMPARISON OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN -

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

091

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE Continuation of Current
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan
COAL Allow coal develop- Continue with 26 existing Continue with 26 existing Continue with 26 existing Continue with 26 existing
ment on all areas not coal leases on 26,663 coal leases on 26,663 coal leases on 26,663 coal leases on 26,663
excluded from leasing. acres and identify 20,737 acres and identify 83,334 acres and identify 82,827 acres and identify 83,334
Consider coal leasing acres of federal coal es- acres of federal coal es- acres of federal coal es- acres of federal coal es-
on a demand basis; ap- tate in the Paonia/Somer- tate in the Paonia/Somer- tate in the Paonia/Somer- tate in the Paonia/Somer-
ply unsuitability cri- set and Cimarron Ridge set, Cimarron Ridge, and set, Cimarron Ridge, and set, Cimarron Ridge, and
teria and resource coal areas as acceptable --Bookcliffs coal areas as - Bookcliffs coal areas as Bookcliffs coal areas as
screening. for further leasing for acceptable for further acceptable for further acceptable for further
maintenance and emergency coal leasing with limited coal leasing. A no sur- coal leasing with limited
purposes. “stipulations. face disturbance restric- stipulations.
tion would apply on 6,288
acres of public land and
restrictions on surface
disturbance and on sub-
sidence activities would
apply on another 1,525
acres.
OIL, GAS, Allow development of Allow leasing of oil, gas, Allow leasing of oil, gas, Allow leasing of oil, gas, Allow leasing of oil, gas,
AND oil, gas, and geother- and geothermal resources and geothermal resources and geothermal resources and geothermal resources
GEOTHERMAL mal resources on all on 445,364 acres with on 706,654 acres with on 367,488 acres with on 484,349 acres with
RESOURCES areas not excluded standard lease terms; on standard lease terms. standard lease terms; on standard lease terms; on

from leasing.

31,200 acres on a case-by-
case basis; on 220 acres
with a no surface occupan-
cy stipulation; and on
229,950 acres with season-
al stipulations.

The Needle Rock ONA/ACEC

(80 acres) would be
managed with a no surface
occupancy stipulation.

29,915 acres with a no
surface occupancy stip-
ulation; and on 267,466
acres with seasonal stip-
ulations. Three areas
recommended as wilderness
(41,865 acres) would be
closed to leasing.

9,135 acres with a no
surface occupancy stipu-
lation; and on 192,212
acres with seasonal
stipulations. The

Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038

acres), recommended as
wilderness, would be
closed to leasing.




Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE

GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current
Management Alternative

Production Alternative

Conservation Alternative

Proposed Plan

LOCATABLE
MINERALS

Allow development of
locatable minerals on
all areas not closed

to mineral entry and
location.

Allow mineral entry and
locatiori on 615,892 acres.
Current withdrawals totzl-
ling 59,250 acres are
closed to entry and loca-
tion.

Recommend revocation of
all withdrawals on pub-
lic lands (59,250 acres)
and allow entry and loca-
tion on the entire fed-

eral mineral estate
(675,142 acres).

Recommend retention of
all existing withdrawals
(59,250 acres); withdraw
an additional 39,602
acres from entry; allow
entry and location on the
remaining federal mineral
estate (576,290 acres).

Recommend retention of
all existing withdrawals

on 9,440 acres; close the
Gunnison Gorge WSA, the
Escalante Canyon ACEC and

the Fairview RNA/ACEC to

mineral entry and location
(23,310 acres); allow
entry and location on the
remaining federal mineral
estate (642,392 acres).

5 MINERAL
~ MATERIALS

Allow disposal of min-
eral materials on all
areas not excluded or
withdrawn.

Allow disposal of mineral
materials on all public
lands with federal miner-
al estate (480,805 acres).
Disposal of mineral mater-
ials on 59,250 of these
acres currently under with-
drawal would require

the approval of the with-
drawing agency. Disposal
of mineral materials would
not be permitted on 220
acres.

Allow disposal of mineral
materials on 480,945 acres
with federal mineral es-
tate. The Need!e Rock
ONA/ACEC (80 acres)
would be closed to dis-
posal of mineral mater-
ials.

Allow disposal of mineral
materials on 396,264 acres
with federal mineral es-
tate. Disposal on 196,700
of these acres would be
subject to seasonal re-
strictions. Disposal on
98,852 of these acres
would require the approval
of the withdrawing agency.
Disposal would not be per-
mitted on 84,761 acres.

Allow disposal of mineral
materials on 444,532 acres
with federal mineral es-
tate. Disposal on 63,174
of these acres would be
subject to seasonal
restrictions. Disposal

on 9,360 of these acres
would require the approval
of the withdrawing agency.
Disposal would not be per-
mitted on 36,493 acres.

SOILS AND
WATER
RESOURCES

Establish water qual-
ity studies through-
out the planning area.

Continue intensive manage-

ment and development of
the Elephant Skin Wash
watershed (2,370 acres) to
control salinity.

No public lands would be
intensively managed for
salinity and/or erosion
control.

Public lands totalling
21,615 acres would be in-
tensively managed to con-
trol erosion and 26,580
acres would be intensive-
ly managed to control sa-
linity. Projects and

special protective mea-
sures would be developed.

Public lands totlling
26,547 acres, including
the Elephant Skin Wash
project, would be inten-
sively managed to reduce
salinity loads in the up-
per Colorado River. Ap-
propriate projects and
special protective mea-
sures would be developed.



Table 7 (continued)

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE

GENERAL GUIDANCE

Continuation of Current
Management Alternative

Production Alternative

Conservation Alternative

Proposed Plan

Require mitigation to min-
imize erosion and water
quality deterioration in
plans for surface disturb-
ing activities. Mainte-
nance of existing pro-
jects would have priority
over implementation of
new projects.

Projects would be devel-
oped to control salinity
on 7,810 acres if com-
patible with livestock
grazing use. Projects
would be developed to re-
duce runoff, erosion,

and sediment on 27,430
acres if compatible with
livestock grazing use,
crucial deer and elk win-
ter range, and forest man-
agement.

Projects would be devel-
oped to control salinity.
on 29,978 acres and ero-
sion on 21,703 acres if
compatible with recrea-
tion, T&E species, and
cultural resource manage-
ment.

Projects would be devel-
oped to reduce runoff,
eroston, and sediment on
47,260 acres if compati-
ble with livestock graz-
ing use, forest manage-
ment, deer and elk winter
range, and riparian habi-
tat management.

S RIPARIAN
ZONES

‘Continue to inventory
and monitor riparian
areas.

Improve the vegetation
condition on 3,500 acres
of riparian zones through
decreased livestock util-
ization and trampling.
Maintain riparian zones
in the remainder of the
planning area in their
present condition.

Maintain riparian zones
in the planning area in
their present condition
so long as it does not
interfere with other re-
source uses and needs.

Improve the vegetation
condition on 6,385 acres
of riparian zones by im-
plementing special pro-
tective and restorative
measures. Maintain ri-
parian zones in the re-
mainder of the planning
area in their présent
condition.

Improve the vegetation
condition on 6,320 acres -
of riparian zones by im-
plementing special pro-
tective and restorative
measures. Maintain or im-
prove riparian zones in
the remainder of the plan-
ning area.

THREATENED
AND
ENDANGERED
SPECIES

Continue to inventory
and monitor T&E plant
and animal habitats,
Continue T&E clear- -
ances and Section 7
consultations with

the USFWS.

Require measures to pro-
tect T&E species, indivi-
duals, and habitats in
plans for all surface dis-
turbing activities.

Maintain suitable habitat
for bald eagles and river
otters in the Gunnison
Gorge area.

Require minimal measures
to protect T&E species,
individuals, and habi-

tats in plans for all

surface disturbing activ-
ities,

Require additional mea-
sures beyond minimal re-
quirements to protect
T&E species, individuals,
and habitats in plans

for all surface disturb-
ing activities.

Require measures to pro-
tect T&E species, indivi-
duals, and habitats in
plans for all surface dis-
turbing activities.

Maintain suitable habitat
for bald eagles, peregrine
falcons, and river otters
in the Gunnison Gorge
area.
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RESOURCE/

RESOURCE
1SE

L9 V)

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current

Management Alternative

Designate one ACEC and
one RNA/ACEC, totalling
2,272 acres, for protec-
tion of T&E plants and
unique plant associations.

Designate one ACEC,

one RNA/ACEC, and one
ONA/ACEC, totalling 9,055
acres for protection of

T&E plants, unique plant
associations, and identi-
fication of recreational
hazards.

WILDLIFE
HABITAT

€91

Monitoring of both
terrestrial and aqua-
tic wildlife habitat
would continue.

In-channel structures
and improvements to
benefit aquatic wild-
life habitat would be
implemented.

Maintain big game forage
allocations at present
levels; future increases/
decreases would be divid-
ed evenly between big
game and livestock.

Protect and mitigate wild-
life habitat and improve
browse condition on cru-
cial deer and elk ranges.

Maintain big game forage
allocations at present
levels; no future addi-
tional forage would be
allocated to big game.

Non-conflicting wildlife
habitat management objec-
tives and projects would
be incorporated into fu-
ture livestock grazing
and forest management
plans. Existing wild-

life projects would be
maintained as long as

the timber and woodland
base on 27,522 acres
would not be decreased.

Maintain big game forage
allocations at present
levels; all future addi-
tional forage would be
allocated to big game.

Intensively manage habi-
tat and minimize distur-
bance on all crucial

deer and elk winter ran-
ges, elk calving areas
(High Park), antelope
ranges (Wells Gulch/
Cactus Park), sage grouse
habitats (Fruitland and
Simms mesa), in several
proposed waterfowl areas,
and aquatic wildlife hab-
itat in seven drainages.
No vegetation manipula-
tion would be permitted
on 2,738 acres of cultur-
al resource sites.

Maintain big game forage
allocations at present
levels. Big game would
have priority for future
additional forage on
72,342 acres; future addi-
ional forage on another
193,612 acres would be di-
vided evenly between big
game and livestock. No
additional forage would

be allocated on the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783
acres).

Intensively manage habi-

tat and minimize distur-

bance on 67,320 acres of
important deer and elk
winter range. Intensively
manage and protect 3,292
acres in the Storm King
Peak area for elk calving
habitat.
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' MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN °

RESOURCE/ - .
RESOURCE Continuation of Current :
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan
Continue cooperative man- Continue cooperative man-
agement effort with the agement effort with the
DOW to benefit deer and DOW to benefit deer and
elk in the Billy Creek elk in the Billy Creek
area. area.

. Manage habitat.in the Gun- - Manage habitat in the Allocate forage, minimize - Manage habitat and mini-
nison Gorge for 150 big- Gunnison Gorge for 150 disturbance, and manage mize disturbance in the
horn sheep. - bighorn sheep. Allow re- habitat in the Gunnison Gunnison Gorge and .Camel

introduction of bighorn Gorge and Camel Back Back areas for bighorn
sheep into the Camel areas for bighorn sheep. sheep.
Back area so long as
livestock forage needs
are not impacted.
Continue management of Revise.the.Gunnison . Continue management of _ Intensively manage and im-
the Gunnison Forks HMP Forks HMP to restrict the Gunnison Forks HMP prove 1,990 acres along
area for fisheries and ORY and other recreation area for fisheries and - the Gunnison River for
wildlife habitat benefits. use, and to accommodate wildlife habitat benefits. " waterfowl habitat.
livestock grazing and o
oil and gas activities. Intensively manage 70
miles of streams for re-
storation and protection
of aquatic habitats.
LIVESTOCK Develop AMPs for “I” Allow intensive manage- Allow intensive manage- Allow intensive manage- Allow intensive manage-
GRAZING category grazing al- ment on 353,068 acres of ment on 353,068 acres of ment on 350,796 acres of ment on 336,562 acres of

lotments if no plan
exists. Maintain ex-
isting AMPs on “M”
”C” allotments. Con-
tinue monitoring on
all allotments, with
empbhasis on “I” allot-
ments.

"I” allotments; maintain
current conditions on
65,497 acres of “M” allot-
ments; manage 38,900
acres as “C” allotments.
Manage 25,612 acres as un-
allotted; authorize no
grazing use on currently
unallotted areas.

”I” allotments; maintain
current conditions on
65,497 acres of “M” allot-
ments; manage 58,695
acres as “C” allotments
(includes suitable exist-
ing unallotted areas).
Manage 5,817 acres as un-
allotted arcas.

”I” allotments; maintain
current conditions on
65,497 acres of “M” allot-
ments; manage 38,433
acres as “C” allotments.
Manage 28,351 acres as
unallotted; all unallot-

ted areas would remain
unallotted.

”T” allotments; maintain
current conditions on
74,817 acres of “M” allot-
ments; manage 39,033
acres as “C” allotments.
Suitable unallotted pub-
lic lands (26,873 acres)
could be considered for
grazing use authoriza-
tions except on areas
where big game has prior-
ity for forage alloca-
tions.
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RESOURCE/
RESOURCE
USE

GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANACEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

Continuation of Current
Management Alternative

Production Alternative

Conservation Alternative

Proposed Plan

Manage at present forage
allocation levels; future
forage increases would be
divided evenly between
livestock and big game.

Implement projects and
land treatments to meet
AMP objectives with re-
strictions protecting
other resource needs.

Livestock grazing use
would be in accordance
with the Uncompahgre
Basin RPS and its updates.

Manage at present forage
allocation levels; future
forage increases would be
allocated to livestock.

Implement projects and
land treatments to meet
AMP objectives with mini-
mal restrictions.

Livestock grazing use
would be restricted on
adobe soils (9,201 acres)
during the spring.

Manage for no additional
forage allocations to
livestock.

Land treatments and fac-
ility developments would
be restricted on 124,963
acres.

Livestock grazing use
would be eliminated on
3,059 acres and restrict-
ed (season of use, utili-
zation) on 75,626 acres.

Manage at present forage

_ allocation levels. Fu-

ture additional forage

would be allocated to
hivestock on 186,810

acres, and divided evenly
between livestock and big
game on 193,612 acres. No
additional forage would be
allocated on the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783
acres).

Land treatments and fac-
ility developments would
be restricted on 151,690

acres.

No livestock grazing use
would be allowed on 5,792
acres due to RMP deci-
sions and unsuitability
for grazing. Livestock
grazing authorizations
are unlikely on an addi-
tional 6,967 acres be-
cause of future wildlife
forage needs. Livestock
grazing would be restrict-
ed (season of use, utili-
zation) on 39,590 acres.

FORESTRY

Manage both commercial
forest and suitable
woodlands for sus-

tained yield produc-

tion with harvest re-
strictions determined

Commercial forest on

3,482 acres (257 MBF/year)
and suitable woodlands on
6,536 acres (327 cords/
year) would be managed

for sustained yield pro-

Commercial forest on

2,001 acres (148 MBF/year)
and suitable woodlands on
7,072 acres (353 cords/
year) would be managed

for sustained yield pro-

Commercial forest on
2,251 acres (166.5 MBF/
year) and suitable wood-
lands on 31,997 acres
(1,600 cords/year) would
be managed for sustained

Commercial forest on
3,127 acres (231.5 MBF/
year) and suitable wood-
lands on 24,255 acres
(1,213 cords/year) would
be managed for sustained
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MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

RESOURCE/ .
RESOURCE Continuation of Current :
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan
by the TPCC inventory. duction. Seasonal re- duction with no seasonal - yield production. Sea- yield production. Sea-
strictions would be ap- restrictions. ’ sonal restrictions would sonal restrictions would
plied on a case-by-case apply on 1,263 acres of apply on 1,606 acres of
basis. ' commercial forest. commercial forest.
RECREATION Manage the Gunnison Continue management of the Manage the inner Gunnison Manage the Gunnison Gorge Manage the Gunnison Gorge
- : Gorge SRMA in accor-- - - the.Gunnison-Gorge recrea- - Gorge (21,038 acres) for recreation area (40,792 recreation area (40,792
dance with its RAMP. tion area (61,067 acres) intensive recreation use. acres) for motorized and acres) for motorized and
Continue to manage for motorized and non- o non-motorized recreation non-motorized recreation
the Needle Rock motorized recreation op- opportunities. opportunities.
ONA/ACEC and develop portunities.
a management plan.

Manage whitewater boating
use in the Gunnison Gorge
for a maximum of 10 group
encounters per day. Com-
mercial overnight trips
would be limited to 2 per
day. Unrestricted day-

use would not exceed 10
group encounters per day.

Manage the remainder of
the planning area for ex-
tensive recreation use.

Manage whitewater boating
use in the Gunnison Gorge
for a maximum of 20 group
encounters per day, with

8 overnight and 12 day-
use permits issued daily
(one-half commercial;
one-half private).

Manage the lower Gunnison
River, below Escalante
Bridge, as an SRMA and
develop river access.

Manage the remainder of
the planning area for ex-
tensive recreation use.

Manage the Gunnison Gorge
WSA (21,038 acres) for
wilderness values and
whitewater boating oppor-
tunities. Maximum boat-
ing use would be 6 group
encounters per day, with

3 overnight and 3 day-use
permits issued daily
(one-third commercial;
two-thirds private).

Manage the lower Gunnison
River, below Escalante
Bridge, as an SRMA for
boating opportunities.

Restrict recreation use
to primitive walk-in ac-
cess in the Escalante
Canyon RNA/ACEC.

Until a decision is made

on wilderness designation
or non-designation, man-
age the Gunnison Gorge
WSA (21,038 acres) for
non-motorized recreation
and whitewater boating op-
portunities. Boating use
would be limited to 6 to
10 group encounters per
day with no more than one
commercial trip starting
per day.

Manage the lower Gunnison
River, below Escalante
Bridge, for boating oppor-
tunities. Develop river
access and provide maps
and information.

Manage and develop the
Escalante Canyon ACEC for

"recreation use that does

not conflict with T&E
plants and unique plant
associations. Manage the
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RESOURCE/

WA YU Ny

RESOURCE
USE

GENERAL GUIDANCE

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN .

Coniinuation of Curreni
Management Alternative

Production Alternative

Conservation Alternative

Proposed Plan -

Manage the North Delta
adobe area (8,942 acres)
as an SRMA for ORYV -use.

Manage the Storm King-
Peak area (1,520 acres)

for possible development
of a commercial ski area.

Manage the remainder of
the planning area for ex-
tensive recreation use.

Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC
for its scenic qualities
and for non-motorized

recreation onnortunities
recreation oppo

HU A eV

Mahage the North Delta
adobe area (8,942 acres)
for ORYV use.

Manage the remainder of
the planning area for ex-
tensive recreation use. .

OFF-ROAD
VEHICLES

A total of 444,521 acres,
would be open to ORV use
and 21,038 acres would be
closed to ORV use. Vehi-
cle usc would be limited

to designated roads and
trails on 17,518 acres.

A total of 208,952 acres
would be open to ORV use
and 35 acres would be
closed to ORYV use. Vehi-
cle use on 49,840 acres
would be limited to des-
ignated roads and trails
yearlong and another
224,250 acres would have
seasonal limited designa-
tions.

A total of 151,000 acres
would be open to ORV use
and 44,137 acres would be
closed to ORV use. Vehi-
cle use on 147,059 acres
would be limited to des-
ignated roads ‘and trails
yearlong and another
140,881 acres would have
seasonal limited designa-
tions.

A total of 224,276 acres
would be open to ORV use
and 38,600 acres would be
closed to ORV use. Vehi-
cle use on 56,974 acres
would be limited to des-
ignated roads and trails
yearlong and another
163,227 acres would have
seasonal limited designa-
tions,

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Continue to inventory
and monitor cultural
resource sites; re-
quire clearances for
all surface disturbing
activities.

Perform’ necessary-stabil-
ization, restoration, and
interpretation of sites

in the Gunnison Gorge
Recreation Area.

Conduct a Class III in-
ventory on 2,738 acres.

Temporarily manage 2,738
acres as Current Scienti-
fic Use Areas. Allow no
projects or land treat-
ments. Conduct a Class

I inventory and pro-

tect cultural values in

Conduct a Class III in-
ventory on 5,848 acres.
Some high-value sites
could be assigned a long-
term protective classifi-
cation,
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Table 7 (continued)

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE Continuation of Current :
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Aiternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan
the area. High-value
sites would be assigned
a long-term protective
classification.
VISUAL Visual resource manage- Visual resource manage- .. Visual resource manage- Visual resource manage-
RESOURCES ment would be under cur- ment would be: ment would be: ment would be:
rent VRM classifications: Class I - 80 acres, Class I - 43,807 acres, Class I - 27,901 acres,
Class I - 80 acres, Class II - 64,800 acres, Class I - 47,852 acres, Class I - 27,384 acres,
Class IT - 64,800 acres, Class IIT - 46,580 acres, Class III - 37,355 acres, Class ITI - 293,417 acres,
Class III - 46,580 acres, Class IV - 371,617 acres. Class IV - 354,063 acres. Class IV - 134,375 acres.
Class IV- 371,617 acres. . . .
WILDERNESS Recommend all three WSAs Recommend all three WSAs Recommend all three WSAs Recommend the Gunnison

(41,865 acres) as non-
suitable for wilderness
designation.

Manage all three areas un-
der a general multiple-

use policy. The Gunnison
Gorge area would be man-
aged with emphasis on re-
creatior: and habitat for
T&E animal species.

(41,865 acres) as non-
suitable for wilderness
designation.

Manage all three areas
with emphasis on live-
stock grazing and miner-
al exploration. The pro-
tective withdrawal would
be lifted on the Gunnison
Gorge. The area would be
managed for possible hy-
droelectric development.

(41,865 acres) as suit-
able for wilderness des-
ignation.

Gorge WSA (21,038 acres)
as suitable for wilder-

ness designation. Recom-
mend both the Camel Back
WSA (10,402 acres) and
the Adobe Badlands WSA
(10,425 acres) as non-
suitable for wilderness
designation.

Manage the Camel Back
area with emphasis on
riparian/aquatic system
management, wildlife habi-
tat, and livestock graz-

" ing. Close the entire

area to ORV use. Manage
6,783 acres of the Adobe
Badlands WSA as an
ONA/ACEC to protect the
scenic qualities and T&E
plants, and to reduce

active erosion. Manage

the remainder of the Adobe
Badlands WSA (3,642 acres)



Table 7 (continued)

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

RESOURCE/
RESOURCE Continuation of Current
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan
MAJOR Public lands on 421,930 Public lands on 449,597 Public lands on 106,851 Public lands on 301,006
UTILITIES acres would be open to acres would be open to acres would be open to acres would be open to
development of major development of major development of major development of major
utilities; 40,029 acres utilities; 33,480 acres utilities; 32,356 acres utilities; 82,038 acres
would be open but not pre- would be excluded from would be open but not would be excluded from
ferred for utility develop- utility development. preferred for utility utility development.
ment; 21,118 acres would development; 69,906 acres Special stipulations
be excluded from utility would be excluded from would resirict utility "
development. utility development. development on 100,033
Special stipulations acres.
would restrict utility
development on 273,964
acres.
o
° LAND As opportunities are Consider 19 tracts of pub- Consider 171 tracts of Consider no public lands Consider 143 tracts of
TENURE presented, primarily lic land totalling 830.25 public land totalling as suitable for disposal. public land totalling
ADJUSTMENT through exchange, pur- acres as suitable for dis- 29,496 acres as suitable 11,026 acres as suitable
sue acquisition of posal. for disposal. for disposal.
non-federal lands :
which would meet es-
tablished criteria Pursue acquisition of Pursue acquisition of Pursue acquisition of Pursue acquisition, pri-
and enhance resource 2,200 acres of private 3,640 acres of Colorado 2,200 acres of private marily through exchange,
management within land in the Gunnison DOW land in the Escalante land in the Gunnison of private lands which
management units. Gorge Recreation Area. Creek area and available Gorge Recreation Area meet established criteria
private land near Dry and 320 acres of private and enhance resource man-
Creek and along the lower land in and adjacent to agement within management
Gunnison River below the the Camel Back WSA. Pur- units.
Roubideau Creek confluence sue acquisition of pri-
in proposed waterfowl vate lands in proposed
areas. waterfowl areas, in ri-
parian zones, and in cru-
cial deer and elk winter
ranges.
ACCESS i Acquire public road ac- Acquire public road ac- Acquire public road ac- " Acquire public road ac-

cess into 14 areas and
public trail access into
one area.

cess into 13 areas.

cess into 7 areas.

cess into 15 areas and
public trail access into
one area.
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_ Table 7 (continued)

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN

RESOURCE/

RESOURCE _ Continuation of Current ) :

USE . GENERAL GUIDANCE Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan

FIRE All public lands in the Public lands toﬁlling Public lands totalling - Public lands totalling
MANAGEMENT planning area (483,077 112,945 acres would have 112,945 acres would have 110,252 acres would have

acres) would have full -

. and immediate fire sup- "
. pression, with safety and

cost-effectiveness consid-
erations. ) :

intensive fire suppres-

sion; 201,799 acres would

have conditional fire
suppression. Prescribed
fire would be permitted
on 168,333 acres.

“intensive fire suppres-

sion; 201,799 acres would
have conditional fire

- suppression.- Prescribed

fire would be permitted
on 168,333 acres.

intensive fire suppres-
sion; 202,895 acres would
have conditional fire
suppression. Prescribed
fire would be permitted
on 169,930 acres.




IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN

This section describes the physical, biological, and economic
consequences of implementing the Proposed Resource
Management Plan.

Only those resources which would be impacted as a result
of implementation of the proposed management actions are
discussed. Topography, geology, and prime and unique
farmlands would not be impacted by the BLM’s proposed
plan and are therefore not discussed.

Both adverse and beneficial impacts, based on the effects
of proposed management actions, were analyzed. The impact
analyses also reflect a comparison of these environmental
consequences -with the affected environment (Chapter Two
of the Draft RMP/EIS).

Mitigating measures designed to avoid or reduce
environmental impacts were incorporated into the proposed
plan. Identified impacts are considered unavoidable given
the prescribed mitigation.

An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing and
analyzing environmental consequences. The general
assumptions and guidelines which defined the process
included:

1. Only significant changes or impacts, which vary by
resource, would be analyzed.

2. Changes or impacts described are short-term unless
otherwise stated. Short-term impacts would occur within
the life of the proposed plan (10 to 12 years); long-term
impacts would occur over a 20-year period.

3. Proposed management actions were analyzed under
the assumption that the proposed plan would be fully
implemented and that adequate funding and staffing would
be available for implementation.

The analysis of the impacts of the proposed plan is
subdivided by impacted resources or resource uses. Impacts
are then described as (1) Impacts from Proposed
Management Actions, and (2) Cumulative Impacts. (Where
cumulative impacts are not presented separately, they would
be the same as the impacts from proposed management
actions.)

The impact analysis is presented as impacts on a
resource/resource use that would result from a proposed
management action or actions. For example, impacts on
air quality would result from proposed off-road vehicle
management.
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IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Air Quality Management. Air pollution
emissions from primary sources would be minimized through
enforcement of applicable policies, regulations, and statutes.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing
Management. Short-term localized impacts on air quality
would result from vegetation manipulation practices. These
minor impacts would be dispersed throughout the planning
area. '

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Managing 80 percent of the planning area as open to ORV
use for all or portions of the year would result in increased
fugitive dust emissions due to vehicle-caused soil erosion.
Allowing ORV use on 25,277 acres of highly erodible soils
during critical soil moisture periods would significantly
increase localized fugitive dust levels as recreational ORV
use increases.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY

Increased levels of air pollution are anticipated due to
regional growth and development. No land-use allocations
specified in this proposed plan would have significant long-
term effects on air quality.

IMPACTS ON COAL
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

" Impacts from Coal Management. Allowing continued
development of coal on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases
and identifying 83,334 acres of federal coal estate as
acceptable for further coal leasing consideration could permit
leasing and mining of up to 5,730 million tons of in-place
coal. An additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves under
private surface and bounded by the Gunnison National
Forest would be managed to permit leasing consideration
of 101 million tons of in-place coal. :

The possible leasing of up to 5,730 million tons of coal
would far exceed coal demand over the life of this plan
as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison
counties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal
production forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7.35
million tons for the years 1990 to 2000. However, any
increase in available coal would increase coal leasing
opportunities for coal developers.



PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Leasing and
subsequent development of oil and gas in the same areas
identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration
could reduce the amount of coal available for mining. This
reduction would depend on the scope and timing of
development of both resources and the amount of coal
determined necessary to be left as pillars to protect oil and
gas wells. No projections have been made on coal losses
due to oil and gas well protection. However, there could
be a conflict if the amount of coal required to be left in
place would make the area uneconomical to mine.

Impacts from Riparian/ Aquatic Systems Management.
Requiring mitigating measures for surface disturbances
within these areas would result in increased operating costs
for coal companies.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Not
permitting new road and facility construction from
December 1 through April 30 on 920 acres of deer and
elk winter range could result in higher development costs
and scheduling inconvenience for coal companies.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Closing 6,783
acres to coal leasing would have no impact since there are
no coal resources within the Adobe Badlands ONA.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON COAL

. The proposed plan is not anticipated to impact coal
production levels over the life of the plan. Restrictive
management on portions of the coal planning areas would
be likely to increase operating costs and result in scheduling
inconvenience for coal companies. Under the proposed plan,
4,396 million tons of in-place federal coal (84,170 acres)
would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration

and 48 million tons of in-place federal coal (920 acres) -

would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration :

with stipulations. Development of 1,387 million tons of coal
on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases would continue,

IMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Table 8 lists
the acres of federal oil and gas estate in each leasing category,
and Table 9 lists the acres under each leasing category by
management unit. Managing 484,349 acres with standard
lease terms would allow for exploration and development
with few restrictions. Managing 176,076 acres of federal
surface and 16,136 acres of split-estate lands with seasonal
stipulations on surface occupancy could result in higher
exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with
scheduling inconvenience. Managing 5,872 acres with a no
surface occupancy stipulation would increase drilling costs
as directional drilling would be required. Although these
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acres are within the practical limits of directional drilling,
any increased operating costs could lower the potential for
production. For the purposes of this document, the practical
limits of directional drilling are defined as being within 0.5
mile from the boundary of the management area.

Table 8
LAND IN EACH OIL AND GAS
- LEASING CATEGORY:
PROPOSED PLAN
LEASE CATEGORY ACRES
NO LEASING
Federal Surface 21,038
STANDARD LEASE TERMS
Federal Surface ' 276,828
Split-Estate 207,521
LEASING WITH STIPULATIONS
No Surface Occupancy (NSO)
- Federal surface 9,135
Seasonal
- Federal surface 176,076
- Split-estate 16,136

Oil and gas development would be essentially foregone
on 3,263 acres that are under no surface occupancy
stipulations and beyond the practical limits of directional
drilling. These 3,263 acres are determined to have moderate
favorability for oil and gas accumulation.

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal mining could
result in delays in drilling schedules, higher drilling and
development costs, and requirements for use of special
techniques and alternate drilling sites. Coal mining could
damage existing wells and remove or reduce gas resources
if potential gas producing zones were located within mineable
coal beds. '

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
Managing 24,177 acres of federal surface and 4,155 acres
of split-estate lands in the salinity control areas with seasonal
stipulations (March 1 through May 31) could result in higher
exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with
scheduling inconvenience. This potential adverse impact
would be most significant in the KGS areas where the
probability of continued exploration and development is
the greatest.
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Table 9

MANAGEMENT OF OIL AND GAS LEASES BY MANAGEMENT UNIT:
' PROPOSED PLAN :

' '.-ACRES WITH SEASONAL STIPULATIONS :
ACRES WITH

ACRES

ACRES WITH : ) NO SURFACE CLOSED

STANDARD 3/15t0 6/30 OCCUPANCY TO

LEASE TERMS 12/1 to 4/30 12/1t04/30 5/1t06/15 3/1t05/31 STIPULATIONS LEASING
MANAGEMENT  Federal Split-  "Federal Split- Federal  Split- Federal Split- Federal  Split- Federal Federal
UNIT Surface Estate  Surface  Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate : Surface Surface
1 118,238 20,897 68,572 623 — — — — — — — —

2 30,313 13,645 37,007 8850 — — — — — — — —

3 19,055 67 28,552 25 — — — — — — — —

4 32,715 970. 8,077 280 - — — — — — — — —

5 — — — — — — — — 24177 4,155 — —

6 — — — — . — — — — — — — 21,038

7 13,865 28,515 3,367 630 — — — — — — — —

8 - 8,942 — — — — — — — — — = —

9 6320 @ — _ = = — — — _ - — —
10 — — - . = = — 3,292 1,423 — — — —
11 — — — = 1990 150 — - = — — —
12 — — — — — — — — — — 1,895 —
13 — — - . — — — — — — — 377 —
14 — — — — — — — — — — 80 —
15 — — — — — — — — — — 6,783 —
16 47,380 143,427 1,042 = — — — — — — — — —
TOTALS 276,828 207,521 146,617 10,408 1,990 150 3292 1423 24,177 4,155 9,135 21,038

SLOVJII NV'Id @IS0d0Odd



" PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species
Management. Managing 2,272 acres of threatened and
endangered species habitat and unique plant association areas
. with a. no surface occupancy stipulation would result in
higher drilling and development costs as directional drilling
. would be required. :

" - Impacts from Wildlife Habltat Management Managing

151,899 acres of federal surface and 11,981 acres of split-
estate lands in crucial deer and €lk winter range, bald eagle
-winter habitat, elk calving areas, and waterfowl] habitat areas
with’ seasonal stipulations could result in higher" exploration,
dr luiug and ucvﬁlOPmei‘lt costs, axoﬁg with auhcuuniug
.~ inconvenience. This potential adverse impact would be most

* significant in the KGS areas where the probability of
. continued exploration and development is the greatest.

* ' Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing the
" Needle Rock ONA/ACEC and the Adobe Badlands ONA/
'ACEC with a no surface occupancy stipulation would
eliminate ‘oil and gas production potential on 3,263 acres
which are not suitable for directional drilling. This would
also result in higher drilling and development costs on 3,600
acres where directional drilling would be requircd

Impacts from Wilderness Management. The negatlve
impact of closing the Gunnison Gorge WSA to leasing would
be negligible as geologic structures in .this area. have no
favorability for oil and gas accumulation.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS

No surface occupancy stipulations within' the Adobe
Badlands ONA/ACEC would result in unquantifiable
negative impacts on oil and: gas development. These impacts
would be ‘expected to be moderate. The favorability for
oil and gas is considered moderate based on the area’s
proximity to three KGS areas. Seasonal stipulations on
176,076 acres of federal surface and on -16,136 acres of
split-estate lands and no surface occupancy.stipulations on
9,135 acres of federal surface could increase exploration
and development costs to the point of decreasing production
potential throughout the planning area. Production potential
would be eliminated on 3,263 acres managed under no
surface occupancy stipulations that are beyond the practical
limits of directional drilling. Overall, these negative impacts
would be rated low to moderate since the entire planning
area has a low to moderate favorability for oil and gas
production.

IMPACTS ON LOCATABLE MINERALS
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

lmpﬁcts_ from Locatable Minerals Management.
Identifying 642,392 acres as open to mineral ‘entry and
- location would make this area available for exploration and
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“development under the general mining laws. Withdrawing
32,750 acres from mineral entry and location would

eliminate these lands from possible mineral development.
Table 10 llsts the acres proposed for protective w1thdrawal

Table 10

F EDERAL SURFACE/MINERALS
WITHDRAWN FROM ENTRY TO
PROTECT EACH LISTED RESOURCE:

PRNADNCEN DY AN

L ANV VATJALRS L LN

RESOURCE REQUIRING PROTECTIVE ACRES
WITHDRAWAL WITHDRAWN
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
Escalante Canyon ACEC 1,895
Fairview RNA/ACEC 377
RECREATION
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC - 80
WILDERNESS
Gunnison Gorge WSA 21,038
OTHER -
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals 9,360
TOTAL 32,750

The negative impact of withdrawing the Gunnison Gorge
WSA from mineral entry and location would be low to
moderate as geologic structures in the area have a moderate
favorability for accumulation of locatable minerals. There
are no.known mineral deposits in the WSA. Approximately
20 lode claims and several prospects which are located within
or adjacent to the WSA indicate some minerals interest
in the local area.

Mining claimants with invalid claims located within the
WSA would be adversely affected as development or
extraction would be permitted only on claims proven to
have valid mineral discoveries. In addition; the potential
for mineral discoveries on lands unclaimed prior to
wilderness designation would be eliminated.

Retaining the withdrawal on the 80-acre Needle Rock
ONA/ACEC would have a low negative impact as there
are no known minéral values within this area. Retaining
the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals on 9,360 acres
would have an unknown impact as little data is available
on mineral potentials within these areas. There are no known
mineral values on these withdrawn lands and little interest
has been expressed for mineral explorations.



The negative impacts of withdrawing the Escalante
Canyon ACEC (1,895 acres) and Fairview RNA/ACEC
(377 acres) from mineral entry and location would be low
as geologic structures in these areas have a low favorability
for accumulation of locatable minerals. There are no known
locatable mineral deposits or evidence of past mineral
development within these areas. The potential for economic
discoveries is poor. There has been recent interest in possible
placer deposits adjacent to the Fairview RNA/ACEC, but
the future of this interest is speculative. Uranium and
vanadium mineralization is considered likely within the
Escalante Canyon ACEC but there are no known
concentrations.

Managing the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783
-acres) and 10,402 acres of recreation areas as closed to
- ORV use would result in increased operating costs and
inconvenience for mining claimants as plans of operations
would be required for all activities except casual use.

- Disposal of public lands could result in management
problems associated with split-estate lands.

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

IMPACTS ON MINERAL MATERIALS

"IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management.
Identifying 381,358 acres as open to disposal of mineral
materials with no seasonal restrictions would make this

- resource available to the public and government entities
-on 79 percent of the planning area with a minimum of

restrictions. Managing 63,174 acres with seasonal restrictions
on disposal activities could result in scheduling inconvenience
for operators. The impact of closing 36,493 acres to disposal
of mineral materials would be low as there are numerous
alternate sites available elsewhere in the planning area. In
some circumstances, the costs of hauling mineral materials
could be increased as closures could increase travel distances

- to open mineral material locations. Requiring approval of

the withdrawing agency for disposal of mineral materials
on 9,360 acres could result in the denial of permit
applications for mineral materials on these lands.

Table 11 lists the federal surface in each mineral material
disposal category by protected resource.

Table 11
FEDERAL SURFACE IN EACH MINERAL MATERIAL DISPOSAL CATEGORY
BY PROTECTED RESOURCE:
PROPOSED PLAN
ACRES WITH SEASONAL
RESTRICTIONS
12/1 3/1 3/15
- RESOURCE REQUIRING -~ ;. ACRES : to to ACRES
PROTECTIVE CATEGORY - OPEN 4/30 5/31 6/30 CLOSED
Federal surface with no
" restrictions required 381,358 — — — —
~ SALINITY AREAS. ' I — 24,177 — —
RIPARIAN/AQUATIC AREAS —_ — — — 6,320
T&E SPECIES
Escalante Canyon ACEC ) — — — — 1,895
Fairview RNA/ACEC — — — —_ 377
WILDLIFE HABITAT
Deer/elk winter range — 37,007 — — —
Waterfowl area i . — — — 1,990 —
RECREATION
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC S — — — — 80
Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC — — — — 6,783
WILDERNESS
Gunnison Gorge WSA — — — — 21,038
TOTALS 381,358 37,007 24,177 1,990 36,493,




PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

IMPACTS ON SOILS
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Soils Management. Minimizing soil
disturbance “on all surface-disturbing activities would
decrease potential losses of soil productivity. Permitting soil
and watershed projects within 312,489 acres, of which
17,806 acres have soils that are determined to be highly
erodible, would allow for mitigation of soil erosion as
problem areas develop.

Impacts ‘from Mineral Resources Management.
Surface-disturbing activities would decrease soil productivity
through soil compaction, erosion, mixing of soil horizons,
and reduced soil moisture retention capabilities. Coal
development could result in soil productivity losses on less
than 1,000 acres due to road and facility placement and
increased sonl 'slumping and mud flows.

Development of oil and gas leases on 676, 561 acres,
locatable minerals on 642,392 acres, and mineral materials
on 444,532 acres would decrease soil productivity unless
rehabilitation efforts are successful. Development of locatable
minerals within 69,389 acres of easily eroded soils during
critical soil ‘moisture periods (March 1 through May 31)
would decréase soil productivity over the long-term. Similar
impacts would result from development of oil and gas leases
and mineral material areas within 41,288 acres of these
soils. Accidental fluid discharges during drilling operatlons
could also contaminate soils.

Impacts from Water Resources Management ‘Seasonal
restrictions on - surface-disturbing activities and -potential
livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres ‘of highly

saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15) '

would decrease erosion and increase soil productivity within
these areas. Developing in-channel structures "and ‘land
treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further protect
soils from erosioa.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock: Grazing
Management. Intensively managing 336,562 acres of “I”
category grazing allotments would reduce soil compaction
and erosion rates over the long-term in these areas as AMP
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Permitting
grazing during soil moisture periods (March 1. through May
31) and forage utilization greater than 35 percent on 38,953
acres of easily eroded soils would result in soil productivity
losses within these areas. Eliminating grazing from March
20 to range ‘readiness and increasing basal ground cover
on 24,177 acres (Management Unit 5), along with restricting
forage utilizdtion to 35 percent on 2,370 acres (Elephant
Skin Wash area) would increase soil productivity and
decrease long-term annual erosion rates by up to three tons
per acre in these areas.
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Short-term erosion would increase by one to ten times
present levels on vegetation treatments designed to increase
wildlife and livestock forage. Soil productivity would surpass
present levels over the long-term as treatments increase basal
ground cover.

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction
and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result
in increased erosion. Erosion would decrease over time if
harvests result in an increase in basal ground cover.
Harvesting activities during critical soil moisture periods on
13,582 acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate
increases in erosion and decreases in soil productivity.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing
24,552 acres for ORYV recreation opportunities would result
in long-term erosion within these areas. Soils within a 19,957-
acre portion of these ORV recreation areas are determined
to be highly erodible. ORV-derived erosior would increase
as more ORYV enthusiasts become aware of and utilize these
areas.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not
permitting ORV use on 20- percent of the planning area
would protect these areas form ORV-derived erosion and
other soil disturbance. Managing 46 percent of the planning
area as open to ORV use would allow for decreased soil
productivity as soils are disturbed and vegetation is trampled.
Soil productivity losses would be greatest from ORV use
on 25,336 acres of highly erodible soils. Seasonal ORV
restrictions would partially protect soils on 163,227 acres
from ORV-derived erosion during some of the soil moisture
periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Managing
301,066 acres as open to development of major utility
facilities would allow for increased soil disturbance due to
construction and maintenance activities. Soil productivity
losses would be greatest from these activities during critical
soil moisture periods (March 1 through May 31) on 25,277
acres of highly erodible soils. Seasonal restrictions on these
activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly
erodible soils during portions of the critical soil moisture
periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Fire Management. Management for both
planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres
would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon-
juniper woodlands to a more soil-protective grass and forb
plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines, ORV
use) could decrease soil productivity by removing protective
vegetation and increasing erosion and compaction. The
overall net deterioration of soils would depend on site-specific
variables.



CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON SOILS

Under the proposed plan, soil conditions would be
anticipated to improve slightly throughout the entire planning
area. Intensive management of salinity areas and grazing
allotments would benefit soil conditions within these areas.
Intensive management would be especially beneficial on
39,000 acres of highly erodible soils. Permitting soil and
watershed projects within 312,489 acres would allow for
mitigation of soil erosion as problem areas develop.

Mineral activities, forest and woodland product harvests,
livestock grazing on 38,953 acres, and ORV use would
result in decreased soil productivity in portions of the
planning area. This productivity loss would be most
pronounced on 25,000 acres of highly erodible and saline
soils where few watershed-protective measures would be
implemented. '

IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Water Resources Management. Seasonal
restrictions on surface-disturbing activities and potential
livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres of highly
saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15)
would reduce salinity and sediment levels in local surface
waters and assist in reducing salinity levels within the Upper
Colorado River Basin. Developing in-channel structures and
land treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further
protect surface waters from salinization and sedimentation.

Permitting watershed projects within an additional
312,489 acres would allow for mitigation of water quality
deterioration as problem areas develop. Of these areas,
17,806 acres are within highly erodible and saline soil areas.

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal leasing and
development would result in increased sediment yields from

roads, mine facilities, or other surface-disturbing activities.

Ming discharges and spoil-pile runoff could increase salt
levels in local surface water systems. Overburden fracturing
and- subsidence from underground mining could result in
loss of ground water quantity and quality. Loss of either
surface or ground water could adversely affect adjudicated
water rights. These impacts would be less pronounced within
riparian corridors where mining would be restricted to
protect riparian habitat.

Impacts from Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
Management. Identifying 685,696 acres as acceptable for
oil and gas leasing could result in both surface and ground
water impacts. Construction of roads and drilling pads would
increase sediment and salinity yields in local surface waters.
These impacts would be most pronounced on 34,505 acres
of easily eroded and/or high salinity soils as oil and gas
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operations would be permitted during the critical wet soil
period (March 1 through May 31) when these soils are
most vulnerable to damage. Accidental fluid discharges
during drilling operations could contaminate surface water.

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management.
Identifying 93 percent of the planning area as open to mineral
entry and location could result in water quality degradation.
Road construction and other mine-related disturbance would
increase sediment and salinity oads in local surface waters.
These impacts would be greatest from placer mining
operations. All operations could result in heavy metal
contamination from mine water discharges and spoil-pile
runoff.

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management.
Managing 92 percent of the planning area as open to disposal
of mineral materials would impact water resources. Road
construction and extraction of mineral materials would
increase sediment and salt loads in local surface waters.
These increased sediment and salt loads would be most
pronounced from mineral material activities on 34,505 acres
of easily eroded soils during critical wet soil periods (March
1 through May 31).

Mineral material operations in close proximity to perennial
water courses would have the potential of destabilizing and
altering natural stream channels and disrupting the beneficial
values of floodplains. These impacts could result in alteration
of water tables and surface water flows and could increase
the destructiveness of floods.

Impacts from Riparian/ Aquatic Systems Management.
Managing riparian zones and aquatic habitat on 6,320 acres
to improve vegetation condition, streambank cover, and
aquatic diversity would result in reduced sediment yields
and streambank erosion and improved chemical water
quality. Closing seven miles of roads in the Potter Creek
and Dry Fork of Escalante Creek drainages would reduce
sediment loads in these areas.

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Soil
disturbances from chainings and other vegetation treatments
scattered over 300,527 acres would cause short-term
sediment yield increases. Successful land treatments would
reduce sediment yields and improve overall erosion
conditions over the long-term.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Intensively managing 336,562 acres as “I” category grazing
allotments would result in lower sediment yields as AMP
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Short-
term sediment - yield increases would be expected from
vegetation treatments. Sediment yields are not expected to
change on 113,850 acres that are not within intensively
managed allotments.

Permitting grazing during wet soil periods (March 1
through May 31) and forage utilization greater than 35
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percent on 38,954 acres of easily eroded and highly saline
soils could result in increased sediment and salinity yields.
Eliminating grazing from March 20 to range readiness and
increasing basal ground cover on 24,177 acres, and restricting
forage utilization to 35 percent on 2,370 acres. (Elephant
Skin Wash area) of easily eroded and highly saline soils
would reduce sediment and salt yields from these areas.
Eliminating grazing from March 1 to May 15, potentially
restricting forage utilization to 35 percent, and restricting
livestock trailing on 6,320 acres of riparian/aquatic areas
would result in reduced sediment yields and streambank
erosion and improved water quality on 70 stream miles.

Impacts frora Forest Management. Road construction
and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result
in increased sediment yields. Sediment yields would decrease
over time if harvests result in an increase in basal ground
cover. Harvesting activities during wet s6il periods on 13,582
acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate increases
in surface water sedimentation.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing
24,552 acres for recreational ORV use would increase
sediment and salt yields from these easily eroded and highly
saline soil areas.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not
permitting ORV use on 20 percent of the planning area
would protect these areas from ORV-derived sedimentation.
Managing 46 percent of the planning area as open to ORV
use would allow for increased’ sediment loads as soils are
disturbed and vegetation is trampled. Water quality
deterioration would be greatest from ORYV use on 25,336
‘acres of highly erodible and saline soils. Seasonal ORV
restrictions on 163,227 acres would partlally protect these
areas from ORV-derived sedimentation during wet soil
periods. when soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Ma_|or Utlllty Development. Managmg
301,066 acres as open to development of major utility
facilities would allow for increased sediment loads due to
construction and maintenance activities: Water .quality
deterioration would be greatest from these activities at stream
crossings. and during wet soil periods (March 1 through
. May 31) on 25,277 acres of highly erodible and saline soils.
Seasonal restrictions on construction and major maintenance
activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly
erodible and saline soils from disturbance during wet soil
periods when these soils are most vulnerable to damage.

Impacts from Fire Management. Management for both

. planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres
would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon-

Jjuniper woodlands to a more watershed-protective grass and
forb plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines,

ORV use) could decrease watershed productivity by

removing protective vegetation and increasing erosion and

. sedimentation. The overall net deterioration of watershed
conditions would depend on site-specific variables.

CU]WULA TIVE IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES

Under the proposed plan, a slight improvement in water
resources . would be anticipated throughout the entire
planning area. Intensive management of salinity areas,
riparian zones, aquatic habitats, and grazing allotments
would benefit the hydrologic condition of water courses
and improve the chemical and physical properties of surface

- waters. Intensive management would be especially beneficial

on 39,000 acres of highly erodible and saline soils.

~ Mineral activities, forest and woodland product harvests,

livestock grazing on 38,954 acres, and ORV use would
result in increased sediment and salt yields in portions of
the planning area. These increased yields would be most
pronounced on 25,000 acres of highly erodible and saline
soils where few watershed-protective measures would be
implemented.

IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN ZONES
IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Riparian Zone Management. Intensively
managing 6,320 acres of riparian.zones would improve
vegetation cover, composition, density, and diversity. Overall
improvement to fair or good vegetation condition could
be expected over the short-term. : :

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management
Approximately 4,000 -acres of riparian” zones “would be
opened to mineral éxploration if withdrawals are lifted. Road

- construction, facility development, dredgmg operations, and
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other surface-dlsturbmg activities in riparian zones would

' remove riparian vegetatlon, compact the sonl and could
redirect subsurface water.

: lmpacts from Soils and Water Resources Management
Water impoundment projects would improve conditions
necessary for establishment of riparian vegetation. This could
potentially increase npanan zones by 100 to 200 acres over
the long-term.

Impacts from Wildlife Habiiat Management Devel-
opment of in-channel structures designed to improve aquatic
habitat would stabilize riparian vegetation and enhance its
quality.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Potentially restricting livestock utilization to 35 percent on
6,320 acres of riparian zones and intensively managing
grazing use on 5,125 acres of riparian zones would improve
vegetation density, dlversny, and stability. over the next ten
years.



Impacts from Forest Management. Road and facility
construction and other surface-disturbing activities in riparian
zones would remove riparian vegetation. An estimated 60
to 100 acres of riparian vegetation would be degraded over
the next ten years.

Impacts from Recreation Management. Riparian
vegetation on 35 acres in the Gunnison Forks area would
be severely impacted by trampling and vehicle use.’

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management.
Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and trails on
5,640 acres and closing an additional 680 acres of riparian
zones in Potter and Roubideau creeks to ORV use would
improve vegetation condition and eliminate rutting and soil

-compaction. ' '

Impacts from Major Utility Developemnt. Eliminating
riparian zones from major surface-disturbing activities having
long-term adverse effects would protect these areas and
maintain their present condition.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN ZONES

Direct and indirect intensive mahagement ‘under the
proposed plan would result in improved vegetation
conditions on 7,310 acres of riparian zones.

IMPACTS ON THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES '

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species
Management. Designating 1,895 acres in Escalante Canyon
. as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
would protect the Uinta Basin hookless cactus (threatened),
the Grand Junction milkvetch (candidate), the Delta
lomatium (sensitive), and three unique -plant associations
from most surface-disturbing activities. Opportuntiies for
“research and special studies of the plant associations would
-be- expanded. Designating 377 acres east of Montrose as
" Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental
concern (RNA/ACEC) would protect populations -and
habitats of clay-loving wild buckwheat and Montrose
penstemon from most surface-disturbing activities.
- Designating 6,783 acres north of Delta as an Outstanding
Natural Area, an area of critical environmental concern
(ONA/ACEC) would protect occupied and potential habitat
of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus and clay-loving wild
buckwheat from disturbance over the long-term.

Pre-disturbance inventories area-wide would add
substantially to the data base for all threatened and
endangered species. Some inadvertent destruction of
individual plants would occasionally occur.

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS

- Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Closing
2,272 acres of threatened and endangered species habitat
to mineral entry and location and placing a no surface
occupancy stipulation on 9,135 acres would prevent
accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plant
species and potential habitat. Possible disturbance could
affect 21,633 acres of potential endangered, threatened,
candidate, and sensitive plant species habitat.

Removing the no surface occupancy stipulation on 140
acres of bald eagle wintering habitat would displace some
bald eagles. Lifting mineral withdrawals on the lower
Gunnison River and allowing surface-disturbing activities
would reduce the value of 6,680 acres as wintering bald
eagle habitat. '

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
In-channel structures and land treatment projects would be
slightly beneficial to bald eagles and peregrine falcons. Water

‘impoundments and resulting increases in vegetation cover

would improve these raptors’ prey base habitat.

~ Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Improvement of the riparian zones along Roubideau and

" Escalante creeks and in the North Fork Valley would

improve peregrine falcons’ and wintering bald eagles’ prey
base habitat.

. Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Continued
management of the Gunnison Forks HMP area would
maintain existing bald eagle and river otter habitat. Peregrine
falcons would be ‘expected to increase their use of the area
over the long-term. Waterfowl habitat improvement and
associated land acquisition could provide migrating
whooping cranes, long-billed curlews, and white-faced ibis

' . with additional protected habitat and stop-over points.
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Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Some

localized disturbance and destruction of individual

threatened and endangered plants would occur due to
livestock trampling, '

Impaéts from Recreation Management. Decreasing
river use in the Gunnison Gorge would improve river otter
habitat through decreased destruction of riparian vegetation.

‘Bald eagles and peregrine falcons would benefit from reduced

human disturbance in the gorge.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing
approximately 38,600 acres to ORV use and restricting
vehicle use to designated roads and trails would eliminate
potential destruction and damage of the Uinta Basin hookless
cactus, spineless hedgehog cactus, Montrose penstemon,
Grand Junction milkvetch, and clay-loving wild buckwheat.

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Management
of 21,038 acres under wilderness guidelines would protect
potential habitat of threatened and endangered plant and
animal species from any mechanical disturbance. Habitat
values would be maintained or improved.
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Impacts from Major Utility Development. Closing 6,783
acres of potential habitat of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus,
clay-loving wild buckwheat, and Montrose penstemon to
developmcnt of major utility facilities would protect these
species from accidental destruction.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

The research potential and study opportunities of several
threatened and endangered species and unique plant
associations would be protected with special designations.
Designation of the Gunnison Gorge WSA as wilderness
would protect bald eagle peregrine falcon, and river otter
habitats.

IMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIF E
HABITAT

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Forage
allocations for big game species on public land would meet
both short-term and long-term demands.

Crucial deer and elk winter range management and land
treatment projects would improve distribution, reduce stress,
and decrease big game utilization of adjacent private lands.
Minimizing disturbance in elk calving areas would reduce
fetal mortality and increase calf survival.

_ Bighorn sheep habitat and herd management in the

" Gunnison Gorge area would potentially increase the
population to 300 individuals by 1997. A small herd of
bighorn sheep could be .established in the Roubideau
Canyon/Camel ‘Back area. Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep
habitat in the Baldy Peak area would be improved.

' Waterfowl . production on’the lower Gunmson River
would increase by up to 50 percent.

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road
and portal construction and other surface-disturbing activities
associated with mineral devclopment would reduce crucial
deer and elk winter range in the North Fork area by 500
acres. Seasonal restrictions on oil and gas activity on crucial
deer and elk winter range (140,181 acres of federal surface
and 9,715 acres of split-estate lands) would lessen stress

“on deer and elk, thereby reducing mortality and fetal loss
and improving overall condition and health of the herds.

" Revocation of existing withdrawals that presently
segregate federal minerals from entry and location under
the general mining laws could increase surface disturbance
on 61,270 acres of habitat. Raptor hunting habitat and some
nesting areas would be lost. Habitat for other birds, including
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Lewis” woodpeckers, western bluebirds,' and Scott’s orioles,
would possibly be reduced due to coal development.

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management.
In-channel structures and water impoundments would
provide habitat for waterfowl, chukars, mourning doves,
mule deer, and non-game species.

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management.
Restoring and protecting 6,320 acres of riparian zones would
provide additional forage and cover for big game, waterfowl,
and non-game birds and animals. The prey base for raptors
and other predators would be improved.

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management.
Development of grazing systems, land treatment projects,
and improved livestock management practices would
improve forage conditions, reduce competition between
livestock and big game, and improve distribution of most
big game species. Eliminating livestock grazing use on
approximately 24,177 acres during the spring would improve
big game forage at a time when food reserves are low and
females are pregnant. Improved nutrition may result. in
heavier birthweights and more successful reproduction. Land
treatment projects designed to reduce sagebrush cover to
less than 20 percent would eliminate present and potential
sage grouse habltat in the Simms Mesa and Frultland Mesa
areas. .

Impacts from Forest Management. Woodland harvests
would provide temporary openings in forest stands,
increasing edge effect and big game forage.. The removal
of old-growth timber would reduce thermal and hiding cover
for big game and eliminate some nesting habitat for cavity-
nesting birds. Woodland harvests could occur during the
winter on 28,500 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range.
On an annual basis, deer and elk would be displaced from
80 to 100 acres of active cutting area and adjacent habitat.

lmpacts from Recreation Management. Restricting river
use in the Gunnison Gorge would encourage continued
expansion of the blghom sheep population and prevent some

_degradation of riparian habitat for ‘non-game specnes

Encouraging recreational and competitive ORV use'in the
North Delta area would curtail antelope utilization of the
area, reducing antelope range by 8 percent. ORV use in
the area would increase harassment of game and non-game
wildlife and would displace prairie dog populations.

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing
38,600 acres to vehicle use would eliminate disturbances
or harassment of wildlife. This would be especially beneficial
if desert bighorn sheep are reintroduced into the Camel
Back area. Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and
trails in crucial deer and elk winter range would reduce
habitat loss. Seasonal ORYV use restrictions in crucial deer
and elk winter range would reduce stress on big game species,



thereby reducing fetal mortality and losses from poaching,
and permitting wildlife utilization of the entire area.

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Confining
development of major utility facilities in the North Fork
area to existing corridors along major roads would limit
disturbance and stress on all wildlife species. Prohibiting
development of utility facilities on 82,038 acres would
prevent short-term disturbances and long-term wildlife
habitat modifications due to road construction and use.
Bighorn sheep would benefit greatly from exclusion and
restriction of utilities in the Gunnison Gorge and Camel
Back areas.

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. stposal of
3,337 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range and an
additional 1,028 acres of non-crucial winter range would
result in the loss of habitat for 35 elk and 20 deer and
would increase big game pressure on adjacent private lands.
Disposal of 120 acres of antelope range would result in
an approximate one percent reduction in herd size. Disposal
of tracts providing prairie dog habitat could affect potential
occurrences of burrowing owls. Habitat for band-tailed
pigeons, Cooper’s hawks, goshawks, flammulated owls, and
other non-game species would be affected.

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands.
Acquiring non-federal lands in crucial deer and elk winter
range would increase habitat and potential big game
populations, and reduce wildlife conflicts and impacts on
adjacent private lands. Acquiring non-federal lands for
waterfowl habitat management would mcrease waterfowl
populations on public lands. -

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public
access would improve big game harvests and population
control practices. .

JImpacts from Fire Management Natural and planned
préscribed fires would reduce closed brush and tree canopies,
__ stimulate plant growth and vigor and temporarily improve

::‘,forage palatablhty, resulting in improved habitat for many
..;wildlife species. Large wildfires would reduce effective
. screening and thermal cover for deer and elk use.

« CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE
HABITAT

Increased coal development and disposal of public lands
in crucial deer and elk winter ranges in combination with
the loss of habitat on private lands would be offset by
improvement of habitat conditions throughout the planning
area. Present big game populations would be maintained,
small game and non-game populations and habitats would
be improved. .
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IMPACTS ON AQ